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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Problem Statement and Rationale 
By definition and in purpose, a statewide higher education master 
plan is a guide for the systematic development of academic programs, 
fiscal patterns, and capital and physical facilities. Master planning 
is cyclical in that it is constructed for a specified time period 
(usually 5 to 10 years) the end of which marks the time to repeat the 
process in developing a new plan. At some point during the planning cycle, 
there is a need to evaluate the effectiveness of the planning process, 
product etnd impact and a need to examine the focus of the master plan. 
It appears that most evaluations of statewide higher education plans now 
occur as a coincidence during the development of a new plan. This means 
that evaluations are usually confined to the primary planners who decide 
to do some things differently because of lessons learned from previous 
planning experience. Such a method gives no assurance of a thorough 
assessment in which all problems have been considered. 
Master planning evaluations have been advised by many planning 
experts and scholars, but few formal attempts have been made. John 
Millett encouraged planners to establish steps for evaluating plans 
because "the effectiveness of new plans will depend upon the evaluation 
of old plans, upon the quantity and quality of feedback about experi­
ence" (Millett, 1976, p. 495). In 1973, the Education Commission of the 
States (ECS) task force recommended that master plan evaluations occur 
every five to eight years in order to "validate the process and context 
of the plan to fit the changing conditions in which it exists" (State­
wide Comprehensive Planning for Postsecondary Education, 1973, 
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p. 11). Robert Berdahl, who encouraged the evaluation of all the func­
tions and operations of coordinating agencies, viewed the evaluation of 
master planning as "necessary to avoid excessive rigidity." Berdahl 
explained: 
One way to get the losers in a particular planning dispute to 
accept an adverse recommendation and to acknowledge the fair­
ness of the planning procedure is to assure them that they will, 
in the not-too-distant future, be given another opportunity to 
raise the issue cind to present additional supporting evidence 
for their point of view (Berdahl, 1971, p. 78). 
Although the idea of master planning evaluation is now very popular, 
it has not always been viewed so desirable. A few scholars of master 
planning completely ignore evaluation while others think of it as not 
being conç>lementary to the planning process. Kent Halstead, for example, 
criticized master planning evaluation in considering alternative solutions 
in the planning process: 
Creativity is often stymied by premature attention to evaluation 
criteria, an activity which can prevent identification of valid 
but unlikely approaches (Halstead, 1974, p. 19). 
Hiis can be viewed as a necessary warning to remind planners and 
evaluators not to establish ironclad rules in their planning and evaluation 
activities. On the other hand, planning evaluation is as necessary as 
the act of planning itself. A discussion of two important reasons that 
evaluation must be considered as a major part of the planning process 
will now be presented. 
First, evaluation is a mechanism used to display accountability. 
Patrick Callan reminds that education resides in the age of account­
ability in which "the public and its representatives are now looking 
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frequently and critically at higher education and demzmdlng evidence of 
performance and effectiveness (Callan, 1975, p. 15). One of the central 
purposes for developing coordination and centralization was to bring 
about accountability in higher education. Although college and uni­
versity campuses were the initial targets of public concern, accrediting 
associations have been more recent targets, and it is reasonable to 
expect that state boards will be called upon more frequently to 
substantiate their functions. About accountability as related to 
evaluation, Don Gardner said: 
The accountability crisis has had profound effects on the 
implementation of evaluative studies in higher education. 
In the not too distant past, decisions affecting all phases 
of university operations were routinely made on the basis of 
unchallenged assumptions regarding benefits (the assumed good) 
or the unquestioned judgment of key administrators. Today 
those same administrators are often constrained to produce 
evaluative data to support even the most basic kinds of 
decisions—to the extent that the cost of collecting the 
required information is often suspected of rivaling the cost 
of the course of action ultimately chosen (Gardner, 1977, 
p. 571). 
Second, evaluation is a feedback irachanism used to inçrove administra­
tive and management effectiveness, and to provide renewal for planners. 
Callan asserted that "periodic réévaluations and structural overhauls 
are essential to the health of all organizations; state systems and 
boards of higher education are not exceptions" (Callan, 1975, p. 16) . 
While the implementation of the master plan goals are dependent upon 
the leadership of the planner, it is also dependent upon the partici­
pation and cooperation of college and university personnel and various 
government officials. The master plan functions in a social and political 
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environment that is constantly changing. Therefore, it is necessary 
periodically to monitor the tençjerature and examine the pulse of the 
master planning constituency. Now, observe the types of master plamning 
evaluation activities which have been attempted. 
Don Gardner recently defined five types of evaluations that are 
commonly used in higher education: (1) evaluation eis a professional 
judgment, (2) evaluation as meas% -ement, (3) evaluation as the assess­
ment of congruence between performance and objectives (or standaurds of 
performance), (4) decision-oriented evaluation, and (5) goal-free/ 
responsive evaluation. The master planning evaluations up to this 
time have been of the first type—evaluation as a professional 
judgment (Gardner, 1977), 
The first such evaluation was conducted by Lyman Glenny in 1959. 
Glenny examined the entire functions and operations of six state 
centralized agencies. Master planning was one of the functions 
evaluated. Glenny interviewed several persons in each state (govern­
ment officials, and higher education officials) and he examined the 
work produced by each agency. Glenny's method of evaluation was the 
use of his professional experience and background to draw conclusions 
and to make recommendations. His major conclusion was that master 
planning was the most important yet most neglected function of state­
wide coordination in higher education (Glenny, 1959, pp. 78-82). 
In 1969, Lewis Mayhew published the results of his study of planning 
in fifty states with more detailed study of planning in the four states 
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of Colorado, Illinois, Ohio, amd New York. Mayhew concluded that master 
planning was necessary but was in need of improvement and continued 
developnent. Mayhew found that planning in all the states concentrated 
on the same issues of funding, program allocation, and facilities plamning 
but with varying degrees of authority and influence. Mayhew's evaluation 
consisted of surveys of all fifty states and personal interviews and 
observation of the four target states. He recommended that the master 
planning become more authoritative and influential on higher education 
development. 
In 1970, Palola, Lehmainn, and Blischke evaluated statewide planning in 
four states believed to have the longest experience in master planning : 
California, Florida, Illinois, amd New York. The authors used a case 
study approach, treating each state separately, to judge the impact 
master planning had on colleges and universities in each state. Like 
Glenny, they interviewed government officials and higher education 
officials in all four states and relied on their intuitive judgment. 
The authors concluded by recommending a model that in their judgment 
would be cin ideal guide for master planning (Palola et àl., 1970). 
A year later, Robert Berdahl concluded a study of coordinating 
agencies in thirteen states. Like the previous studies, Berdahl used his 
professional judgment based on personal assessments in the selected 
states. He concluded his treatment of planning by indicating that 
planning had improved vastly since Glenny's evaluation in 1959, and he 
further recommended the necessary ingredients for good planning (Berdêihl, 
1971, pp. 73-96). These studies will be discussed further in Chapter III. 
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Foraad. evaduations of coordination functions gmd operations have been 
conducted in Alabama (Alabama's Challenge, 1979) and South Carolina 
(The State of South Carolina General Assembly Legislative Audit Council 
Management and Operational Review of the South Carolina Commission on 
Higher Education, 1978). The former has a statutory requirement to undergo 
an evaluation in the final year of each Governor's term, while the latter 
was evaluated as a result of an order by the South Carolina General 
Assembly. The primary évaluators of both agencies were experts in higher 
education and the results again were based upon the experience and pro­
fessional knowledge of the consulting team. 
These studies represent valuable contributions to evaluation of 
coordination and planning, amd each one has contributed to the develop­
ment of higher education coordination. Many persons believe that the 
Alabama statute and the South Carolina mandate are only the beginning 
of the demand for accountability and development of state boairds and 
commissions of higher education. Therefore, the development of evalua­
tion criteria and processes are necessary for continuous progress in 
master planning at the state level. 
The reason current evaluations are not conducted at the state level 
is due to the lack of consensus on the criteria to use in evaluating the 
functions of coordination. Berdahl explained: 
There are no guiding principles for the coordination of higher 
education, and decisions about coordinating procedures continue 
to be handled in an ^  hoc manner. In absence of objective 
criteria, each writer must perforce fall back on his own private 
assessments (Berdaihl, 1971, p. 255). 
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The development of criteria for evaluation is not being posed as a 
substitute for outside peer evaluation. In fact, peer evaluations have 
provided priceless services to higher education in the form of accredita­
tion, which has become acceptable to the general public and to government 
officials. Through accreditation, peer evaluations have also provided 
renewal and development for professional educators and academic depart­
ments. However, in addition to relying upon professional judgment, 
accrediting associations have also established standards and criteria 
to use as a basis for decision-making. The lack of criteria for evaluating 
master planning prohibits the all important exercise of self-study that 
is very important to organization development and is germane to accredita­
tion processes. 
Attempts to develop criteria for evaluating state board functions 
have encountered many problems. The most recognizable deterrent has been 
the inability to gain a consensus on criteria. However, there is con­
tinuous effort toward developing such criteria. Berdahl recommended: 
Another approach to the problem of complete subjectivity 
in evaluations is to turn to the relative safety of 
"pluralistic subjectivity"—that is, to seek to incorpo­
rate a variety of subjective viewpoints, knowing that they 
will probably not agree (Berdahl, 1971, p. 12). 
This viewpoint of Berdahl is the heart of this current study—the 
development and validation of planning criteria for evaluating master 
planning by determining what should be the purposes, processes, product 
components, and outcomes of planning and who should participate in the 
process. 
8 
Study Procedures 
The initial stage of this study is a review of literature on state­
wide planning in higher education, its origin, development, and func­
tions (Chapter II). 
Next is a continuation of literature review with emphasis on 
identifying the purposes for statewide plemning and estciblishing cri­
teria for evaluating statewide planning process, product, and outcomes. 
The criteria identified in the literature will constitute Chapter III. 
Then, the criteria are reviewed by a group of 75 legislators, 
executive branch staff, public higher education lay board and commission 
members, public college presidents, private college administrators, 
public college administrators and faculty in the state of Tennessee and 
some out-of-state experts who are known to be familiar with statewide 
planning (the names of members of the criteria-group arc shown in 
Appendix A). The analysis and interpretation of these criteria 
groups constitute Chapter IV. (An illustration is provided in Figure 1.) 
Following the advisory-groups' evaluation of the criteria, a ques­
tionnaire will be constructed to include the planning criteria divided 
into four parts: (1) master planning purposes, (2) master planning 
processes, (3) master planning product, and (4) master planning outcomes. 
The questionnaire will be designed to be administered to constituents 
of state plans for their subjective evaluation. The analysis and con­
clusions of the criteria evaluation constitute Chapter V. 
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What criteria should be used 
to evaluate master planning 
product and outcomes? 
£ X%i>r«iAVAW S, 
(Master Plein 
Document) Outcomes 
Executive 
Branch 
Legislators 
Lay Board & 
Commission 
Members 
Public College 
Presidents 
Public College 
Administrators 
Private College 
Administrators 
College Faculty 
Higher 
Education 
Experts 
What are the 
major 
purposes of 
master 
planning? 
What are the 
planning 
processes and 
who should be 
the partici­
pants in each 
of these 
processes? 
Purposes Process 
Figure 1. Structure for developing evaluation criteria 
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£ved.uation Method emd Design 
Worthen and Sanders have defined evaluation as the determination of 
the worth of a program or project (Worthen and Samders, 1973, p. 19). 
In the Phi Delta Kappa book on educational evzJ.uation, evaluation is 
defined as the process of delineating, obtaining, and providing useful 
information for judging decision alternatives (Stufflebeam, 1971). 
Both of these definitions are prevalent in the evaluation of master 
plemning criteria. After the criteria have been taken from the 
literature the advisors will determine its worth, and also distinguish 
between what are the most importcint criteria from vdiat are not. 
The first step in evaluation is to determine what the goals of 
the evaluation are. In evaluating master plemning criteria, the 
pri mary goeJ. is to develop a method and criteria for evaluating master 
planning in order to ultimately provide feedback for inçjroving master 
planning. This goal may be realized in terms of the following ob­
jectives : 
Purpose — To determine the purposes master planning has for 
plemners ais well as for the planning constituents.. 
Process — To determine the steps of the planning process and the 
extent of participation constituent groups should 
have in each process. 
Product — To determine the desirable content and style of the 
plêm (document). 
Outcome — To determine what should happen to government and 
higher education as a result of master planning. 
Now to observe the specific procedures to be followed in caurrying 
out the eveiluation of master criteria. 
11 
Following the literature review on statewide master planning and the 
identification of criteria from the literature, the advisory group will 
assess the plamning criteria. Each advisor will be given a list of 
planning purposes, planning processes, planning product, and outcomes 
and asked to: 
1. Rate the importance of the criteria on a five-point scale for 
the purposes, products and outcomes. 
2. Rank-order the purposes, products, and outcomes. 
3. Indicate the extent of participation each of the constituent 
groups should have in the planning process. 
4. Add any additional criteria which should be included. 
The planning criteria evaluation instrument and a cover letter to be 
mailed to each, are illustrated in Appendix B. 
After the criteria have been established and synthesized, a 
questionnaire will be developed for the use by state boards and com­
missions to evaluate their plans. The questionnaire will be constructed 
to solicit judgments about a particular state plan as it relates to 
the criteria. In other words, the constituents of the plan would be 
asked to judge the master planning process, product, outcomes, and 
to indicate if the plan served its necessary purposes. For example, 
if one criterion for master planning process is: 
The inclusion of private college administrators as primary 
leaders in the goal setting process. 
An appropriate question may be: 
Have private college administrators been sufficiently in­
cluded as leaders in the planning process of goal setting? 
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The questions will be specifically structured to reflect the evaluation 
criteria. 
Study Hypothesis and Data Analysis 
The data collected from the criteria groups (75 persons) will be 
analyzed to determine if there is agreement among the planning 
constituency on criteria for master planning, lîje major hypothesis 
then is: 
Ho^: There is no significant difference among the eight 
criteria groups' ratings of criteria for evaluating 
master planning purposes, processes, product, and out­
comes. 
This hypothesis will be tested using analysis of variance (ANOVA) at the 
.05 level of significance to determine differences among the groups on 
the five-point scale responses. Then, multiple range tests will be used 
to determine which groups are significantly different when the ANOVA 
results are significant. Kendall's W coefficient of concordance will be 
used to determine if there is a high correlation in the groups rankings 
of the criteria, and it will indicate the average rank of each group on 
each criterion ranked. This hypothesis is an attempt to te:t the theory 
that there is no consensus on criteria for evaluating master planning. 
Purpose of the Study 
Evaluation is an integral part of the master planning process, yer 
the lack of acceptable criteria for evaluation has made it an uncertain 
cind often neglected task. This study will contribute to the evaluation of 
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master planning by developing both a method for establishing criteria and 
the actual establishment of criteria for use in evaluations by statewide 
boards and commissions of higher education. A questionnaire will also 
be developed for the use of planners who are interested in subjective 
constituent assessments of long-range plans. 
Assumptions 
This study is based on the following assumptions ; 
1. Statewide planning for postsecondary education has become 
increasingly important and more COTimon in the United States, 
and the practice will become increasingly common in the 
future. 
2. Statewide planning serves colleges and universities, 
government officials, and society by setting goals for 
the orderly development of higher education. 
3. The public relies on statewide planning to provide leader­
ship in academic program distribution and economic decision 
making in higher education. 
4. Statewide plamning has an impact on individual higher 
education institutions. 
5. The evaluation of statewide planning can result in improved 
planning processes. 
6. The statutory purposes of master planning are constantly 
expanded to include other functions in higher education. 
An evaluation of master planning can help to identify 
new purposes. 
7. An evaluation framework and criteria are necessary for the 
further development of master planning. 
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Delimiters 
Although there are different levels of planning in higher education, 
this study will focus primarily on state level master planning for higher 
education. The evaluation of master planning criteria, while it may 
apply to other states, will be biased toward the state of Tennessee because 
the large majority of the advisors are Tennesseans. The criteria for 
evaluation will be developed by a nonrandomly selected advisory group. 
Definition of Key Terms 
1. Statewide Planning or Master Planning (these two terms will be 
used interchangeably in this study). The following definition 
provides a description of its usage in this study. 
Statewide planning refers to those activities which: 
1) represent a statewide effort to suggest solutions 
to the existing problems and the future needs for 
higher education; 2) provide significant guidelines in 
assigning priorities for the allocation of scarce 
resources (programs, land, facilities, finances); emd 
3) have alterèd or have the potential to alter the form 
and function of existing institutions and the overall 
pattern of higher education within a state (Palola 
et al., 1970). 
2. Evaluation. The determination of the worth of a program or 
project (in this study master planning). 
3. Evaluation Criteria. Characteristics and standards upon which 
judgments are based. For this evaluation the components or 
characteristics for judging master planning purposes, 
processes, outcome, and product will be established by a review 
of literature and by an advisory group. 
15 
Planning Purposes. The reasons (either statutory or goal 
oriented) for planning for postsecondary education. 
Planning Processes. The action of developing, implementing, 
and evaluating a statewide plan for higher education. 
Planning Products. The document (the written plan) which 
is published at the end of the planning process. 
Plctnning Outcomes. The occurrences in higher education and 
government which are caused by master planning. 
16 
CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The Origin and Function of State Level 
Planning for Higher Education 
The major development of state-level master plans for higher 
education has occurred in the United States over the last two decades. 
Prior to the 1960s, there was very little activity in statewide compre­
hensive planning for higher education. The action to develop master 
plans was initiated by state governors and legislators that were 
concerned about the increase in the demand for college education aind the 
rapid increase in state government funding. 
Higher education enrollments grew from approximately two million in 
1946 to seven million in 1967 (O'Neil, 1971, p. 8) and up to over 
eleven million in 1978 (Anderson, 1977). It took over three hundred 
years from the beginning of Harvard University in 1636 to enroll the 
first two million students in 1947, but only twenty years (1967) to 
enroll the next five million. In 1978, just twelve yeeurs later, an 
additional four million had been added (O'Neil, 1971, p. 11). 
There has also been a major change in the ratio distribution of 
students between public and private institutions. In 1947, the public-
private ratio was 52:48 (O'Neil, 1971, p. 11). By 1967, the ratio was 
70:30 and in 1978 the ratio was 78:22 public over private (Anderson, 
1977). 
Contributing to the growth in higher education has been the 
emergence and expansion of the community college. In 1919, community 
colleges in the United States enrolled 8,100 students. By 1950, the 
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community college enrollment was 244,000, and 1,331,000 students in 
1967, In 1978, there were over 4,000,000 community college students of 
which 96% were enrolled in public institutions (Anderson, 1977). 
Another major growth in higher education has been in the amount 
of state expenditures. The total state appropriations for public colleges 
and universities in 1947 was about three hundred fifty million dollars 
(Biennial Survey of Education in the United States 1945-48, 1948). By 1967, 
the total state appropriations was four billion five hundred million dollars, 
and in 1978 state appropriations exceeded fifteen billion dollars (SREB, 1978). 
Since the end of World War II, higher education hais increased its 
academic program offerings, has expanded its role in public service 
and research, and many new college campuses have been constructed. 
These, coupled with the growth in enrollment and state appropriations, 
have prompted economy and efficiency minded state governors and legis­
lators to establish centralized lay coordinating and governing boards. 
One of the intended roles for such boards and their professional staffs 
is to provide expert appraisals of the need for growth and ejqîansion of 
higher education (Glenny, 1959, p. 22). Before centralization, state 
institutions lobbied in competition with one another for as much of 
the state funds as possible. Institutions rivaled for enrollment, 
expansion of function, and overall growth (Kelly and McNeely, 1933, p. 199). 
American higher education consists of a broad range of institu­
tions from two-year community colleges to four-year and graduate 
colleges; from colleges of music and art to technical vocational 
schools; and the list goes on. 
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The diversity that exists in today's college and university systems 
evolved during the first three hundred years of American higher educa­
tion- Although the diversity is recognized as being inportant, the 
unplanned and uncontrolled method of individual institutional autonomy 
in policy-making is no longer acceptable to government officials. 
"Issues relating to size, govemcince, programs, facilities, faculty 
and staff personnel, student clientele, and budgets are less and less 
matters left to internal institutional resolution" (Wilson, 1968, 
p. 134) . While serving as president of the American Council of 
Education, Logan Wilson expressed the urgent need to support state­
wide planning and shared governance. In his words: 
. . . higher education has become too crucial to the general 
welfare for its developments to be left entirely to local 
hands. Many urgent problems cannot be adequately dealt with 
by individual institutions acting unilaterally, and piece­
meal approaches do not yield satisfactory patterns. The 
development of statewide boairds may thus be interpreted as a 
logical response to the functional need for more centralized 
policy direction (Wilson, 1968, p. 138). 
Often, many centralized governing and coordinating boards have been 
viewed as a government arm only to oversee funding. However, John 
Millett noted that "government officials have been not only interested 
in finances for higher education, but equally or more interested in 
what these sizable appropriations are providing" (Millett, 1967, p. 
3). Millett illustrated the typical questions of legislators; 
—What are the state goals and objectives in higher 
education? 
—How well is the state meeting these goals? 
—What are the major deficiencies in higher education? 
—Where is the state government heading in the field 
of higher education and where should it be going? 
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Without coordination and centralization, the responses to these questions 
from individual institutions in the past have represented the ambitions 
of each institution, the sum total of which represented the state plan 
(Millett, 1957, p. 3). The dissatisfaction of state government officials 
with the absence of means for formulating and inçlementing a statewide 
point of view about public higher education has caused the movement for 
statewide planning. 
The development of centralized coordination and planning is the 
newest form of governance in American higher education where there 
have been only a few other forms of governance. Qnogene Pliner divides 
higher education governance into four periods (Pliner, 1966). 
1. Complete institutional autonomy lasting from colonial days to 
the late 19th century; 
2. Creation of single statewide governing boeirds beginning in 
the late 19th century, reaching a peak in the first two 
decades of this century, currently undergoing a slight 
revival; 
3. Creation of voluntary coordination from the 1940's and 
1950's ; and 
4. Creation of statewide coordinating boards beginning in the 
1950's and still continuing. 
Each form of governance is indicative of the time period and the stage 
of development of higher education. During the first period, institu­
tions adopted lay governing boards that protected the institutional 
autonomy and at the same time represented the public interest. Halstead 
justified the period of institutional autonomy by the nature of inde­
pendence by which institutions were created and supported: 
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Autonomy persisted largely because of the simple nature of the 
early American colleges. Statewide coordination weis of little 
concern and probably of little need to sparsely scattered insti­
tutions that offered only a few programs to a small minority 
of the population. Geographical distances, coupled with 
parochial viewpoints and professional jealousies, provided 
little incentive for common effort. Each college pursued its 
own goals and generally disregarded its counterparts, despite 
the fact that an almost identical classical curriculum was 
offered (Halstead, 1974, p. 6). 
In the latter years of the nineteenth century and early years of the 
twentieth, many new colleges were built and state governments became 
more directly involved in higher education. Glenny claimed that 
"colleges were being created to satisfy the ambitions of politicians who 
proved their merits to their constituents by bringing home a college" 
(Glenny, 1959, p. 13). This was done without much regard for the cost 
to or needs of the state. During this time, the institutional lay 
governing boards that existed for so long were becoming more and more 
ambitious for the growth of their institution. Glenny described the 
growth and expansion trend of this time : 
With increasing urbanization and expansion of population, 
the task of higher education became more varied. Uni­
versities began extensive research programs in the physical 
and biological sciences; provided new services for farmers, 
industries, and other special interest groups; added 
professional schools in new areas such as social work, public 
administration, industrial relations, and municipal manage­
ment; further specialized in agriculture, medicine, and 
dentistry; and increased course offerings in alcost all 
previously existing fields. Land-grant colleges began to 
extend their programs into academic professional disciplines 
which had traditionally been offered only by the state uni­
versity (Glenny, 1959, p. 13). 
This resulted in the development of governing boards (beginning in 
Florida in 1905 and Iowa in 1909) as a method of establishing 
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coordination (Halstead, 1974, p. 6). By 1945, fifteen governing boards 
had been established. Although many other states considered adopting 
such an arrangement, problems were encountered in gaining political 
support for abolishing already existing institutionaU. governing boards. 
In some states where the individual institutional governing boards 
continued to exist in the 1940s and 1950s, Pliner's third form (volun­
tary coordination) of governance begem. While the colleges and uni­
versities were feeling the pressures from state government for more 
coordination and accountability, they were interested in maintaining 
autonomy. Thus, institutions developed informal communication 
and agreements among themselves to coordinate their functions. However, 
these voluntary arrangements were short lived because of societal 
changes which encouraged institutions to grow in similar directions. 
The technological developments in the Sputnik era and the increase in 
federal support for scientific research along with the increase in 
demand for education (veterans and children of the baby boom) are often 
cited as incentives for colleges and universities to establish certain 
functions to attract both funds and students. The lack of binding com­
mitment among individual institutions and long-term plans doomed 
voluntary coordination (Brumbaugh, 1963, p. 9). 
Kentucky pioneered the development of statutory coordinating 
boards in 1934 followed by Oklahoma in 1941 (Halstead, 1974, p. 8). 
The 1950s and 1960s, however, marked the period in which most of the 
coordinating boards were established primarily to "remove the burdens 
of higher education policy-making from state offices and elected 
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officials" (Palola et al., 1970, p. 60). 
Prior to 1945, only fifteen states had governing boards and only 
two had coordinating boards (Carnegie Commission, 1971). By 1978, every 
state had either a centralized governing board or a coordinating commission 
with the statutory responsibility for statewide plêuming for higher educa­
tion (State Postsecondary Education Profiles Handbook, 1978). Although 
some states have both governing and coordinating boards, only one is 
designated in each state to conduct the long-range planning. Several 
methods for planning and coordination exist and it is necessary for each 
state to establish a method that will best serve its needs. 
Discussions concerning purpose, type and consequence of coordination 
have been persistent over the last two decades. "College and university 
administrators, professional educators, and state officials have differed 
greatly about the educational value and practical effectiveness of coordi­
nation efforts" (Palola et al., 1970, p. 55). M. M. Chambers, like many 
early opponents of centralization, believed that competition among state 
higher education institutions provided incentives for creativity, experi­
mentation and initiative that would be destroyed by centralization 
(Chambers, 1950, p. 46). Chambers spoke the words of many when he said: 
Fortunate are those principal universities (i.e., Michigan, 
Minnesota, and California) whose state constitutions give 
the university governing boards full control, and protect 
them from outside meddling in their intemeil affairs by 
non-educational administrative functionaries (Chambers, 
1960, p. 45). 
These educators thought that statutory coordination and planning would 
standardize their operations and produce educational mediocrity. They 
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believed that the diversity achieved by institutional independence out­
weighed the benefits to be received by coordination. There were many who 
also believed that government intervention into the affairs of academia 
would cause destruction of academic freedom. Many educators support 
the concept that planning and governance should be left to faculty and 
administrators on the college campus (Brown, 1975, p. 33). 
The rebuttal to the above arguments came from other educators, 
government, and tax payers who were concerned about the uncontrolled 
spread of new educational institutions, the proliferation of programs 
and the increase in averaging of funds that were not growing rapidly. 
To these educators, coordination was a means for developing higher 
education while at the Scime time preserving institutional autonomy 
(Palola et al., 1970, p. 56). 
Several principles have been found which ejcplain the development of 
coordination and planning for higher education in recent years. Three of 
these will now be discussed. First, to promote diversity. Institutional 
competition for funds and students became greater, smaller state colleges 
began to model after larger more prestigious institutions as a means of 
assuring existence emd bettering their position among other state institu­
tions. Two-yeair colleges wanted to become four-year colleges, four-year 
colleges began changing to universities with graduate and research ambitions 
(Statewide Comprehensive Planning for Postsecondary Education, 1973, p. 
34). Diversity began to diminish under the pressures of competition. Coordi­
nation and planning became necessary to establish a design by which to 
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maintain and enhance the diversity in types of institutions as well as 
geographical location (Glenny, 1959, p. 207). 
Second, coordination would bring about equity in the treatment of the 
functions of each institution in a system. The "principal institutions" 
recognized by Chambers had advantages that were becoming more the envy of 
other state institutions ii. funding eind instructional programs. Coordi­
nation is necesseury to assure representation of the unique problems of 
small as well as large institutions in a state system. The remedies 
may be found through special accommodations to smaller colleges through 
the funding process. In setting priorities,coordinating and governing 
boards must take care not to overlook special concerns of small insti­
tutions that appear minute to the state system but very important to 
the institutions. 
Third, concerning academic freedom and autonomy, Robert Berdahl 
argued that while the two are somewhat related, they should be viewed 
separately. Berdahl agrees that institutional autonomy no longer exists 
as in the early years of higher education, rather higher education now 
has shared governance which also includes government and citizens (tax­
payers) (Berdahl, 1971, p. 7). Higher education is best served by an 
office that specifically represents it rather than being incorporated 
into the state budget office or some other agency that does not 
represent higher education as a special interest. However, he insisted 
that academic freedom still exists. Berdahl identified institutional 
autonomy as the power to start new programs and colleges without out­
side interference, and academic freedom as the liberty to research and 
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teach and leam (Berdahl, 1971, p. 7). Coordinating boards serve to 
protect the academic freedom while representing the public interest in 
allocating resources. 
Then the question often arises; should a state have a centralized 
governing board or a centralized coordinating board with individual 
institutional governing boards? The most appropriate form of coordi­
nation and governance for any state depends upon the tasks to be per­
formed- Generally, it is widely proclaimed that for states with eight 
or fewer institutions a governing board is encouraged because of the 
simplicity in establishing unity among college presidents in a small 
system. For larger systems, a combination of governing boards eind a 
coordinating board should be considered (Glenny, 1959, p. 225). 
Both governing and coordinating boards are currently involved in 
the task of master planning in the United States. According to the 1978 
ECS publication. State Postsecondary Education Profiles Handbook, twenty-
three states had coordinating boards with the responsibility for 
planning, twenty-four states had centralized governing boards responsible 
for master planning, and in three states planning was the responsibility 
of the institutional governing board (State Postsecondary Education Profiles 
Handbook, 1978). The same publication indicated that twenty-six states had 
completed at least one master plan before 1978, of which fifteen were pro­
duced by coordinating boards and ten were the product of a governing 
board (Table 1). Several states are currently in the process of 
preparing their first plan. Although a detailed description of these 
two types of organizations is not necessary for this study, a brief 
Table 1. State responsibilities for long-range plannings^ 
Long range Long range 
Statutory planning is planning is Planning is 
State provision for conducted by conducted by conducted by Has developed long-range institutional state level coordinating a master plan 
planning governing bd. governing bd. board by 1978 
Alabama X X X 
Alaska X X 
Arizona X X X 
Arkansas X X X 
California X X X 
Colorado X X X 
Connecticut X X X 
Delaware X X 
Florida X X 
Georgia X X 
Hawaii X X 
Idaho X X 
Illinois X X X 
Indiana X X X 
Iowa X X 
Kansas X X 
Kentucky X X X 
Louisiana X X X 
Maine X X 
Maryland X X X 
Massachusetts X X 
Michigan X X 
Minnesota X X X 
Mississippi X X 
Missouri X X 
Montana X X 
Nebraska X X 
Nevada X X 
^State Postsecondary Education Profiles Handbook, 1978 Edition. 
Table 1 (Continued) 
Long range Long range 
Statutory planning is planning is Planning is 
State provision for conducted by conducted by conducted by Has developed 
long-range institutional state level coordinating a master plan 
planning governing bd. governing bd. board by 1978 
New Hampshire X X X 
New Jersey X X X 
New Mexico X X 
New York X X X 
North Carolina X X X 
North Dakota X X 
Ohio X X X 
Oklahoma X X X 
Oregon X X 
Pennsylvania X X X 
Rhode Island X X 
South Carolina X X X 
South Dakota X X X 
Tennessee X X X 
Texas X X X 
Utah X X X 
Vermont 
Virginia X X X 
Washington X X X 
West Virginia X X 
Wisconsin X X 
Wyoming X X 
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description of their strengths and limitations as related to master 
planning and coordination is appropriate-
The central governing board is the oldest form of centralization. 
It generally has the legal authority to establish policies and compel 
the institutions under its jurisdiction to enforce those policies. Such 
authority should assure the implementation of planning and coordination 
(Glenny, 1959, p. 132). Coordinating boairds on the other hand, have been 
easy to develop by legislative stature without abolishing existing 
governing boards. Coordinating boards concentrate more on advising 
and planning and development than on institutional policy-making. 
Coordinating agencies have been credited for balance representation of 
both the public interest and the interest of higher education (Glenny 
and Hurst, 1971, p. 23). 
In the early years of the twentieth century, the trend was toward 
establishing single governing boards as a means of controlling and 
managing higher education. In many states where there are single 
governing boards, there have been attempts to establish, in addition, a 
planning agency because of the lack of emphasis governing boards give to 
planning. But the governing boards through their political power have 
disallowed such development (Glenny et al., 1971, p. 23). Georgia, Florida, 
Iowa, and Wisconsin are good examples of states with long existing single 
boards (Carnegie Council on Higher Education, 1971). 
While some states continue to establish single governing boards, 
the most pronounced recent trend is toward coordinating lay boards with 
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professional staffs to conduct planning. Tennessee's 85th Congress of 
1967 is a good example of state governments across the country, 
establishing planning and coordinating boards. This Congress created 
the Tennessee Higher Education Commission with one of its statutory 
responsibilities : 
. . .  t o  d e v e l o p  a  m a s t e r  p l a n  f o r  t h e  f u t u r e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  
public higher education in Tennessee, taking into account the 
programs cind functions of each of its existing institutions 
to the governing boards of the various institutions and to the 
Governor eind the General Assembly for the implementation of the 
plan (Public Acts of Tennessee, 1957, p. 448). 
The federal government has also supported the development of 
coordinating and planning commissions. In 1973, the U.S. Congress 
passed a bill which provides for federal grants to states who establish 
or designate a centralized agency to conduct long-range planning for 
higher education. The Section 1202 of Title X of the U.S. Higher 
Education Act includes the following provision for state long-
range planning: 
The Commissioner (HEW) is authorized to make grants to amy 
State Commission established pursuant to section 1202 to 
enable it to expand the scope of studies required through the 
comprehensive inventories of, and studies with respect to, 
all public and private postsecondary educational resources in 
the state including planning necessary for such resources to 
be better coordinated, improved, expanded or altered so that all 
persons within the state who desire, and who can benefit from, 
post-secondary education may do so (Federal Register, 1972, 
p. 325). 
Forty-seven states now receive federal funds for long-range planning, and 
have properly designated an agency in accordance with the legislation. 
These agencies are known as 1202 Commissions (State Postsecondary Educa­
tion Profiles Handbook, 1978). 
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Most scholars of higher education agree that state government 
actions creating coordinating agencies is the appropriate way to 
centralize the planning function. A 1971 ECS task force consisting of 
notable authorities in higher education and state government met specifically 
to discuss the subject of long-range planning (Statewide Comprehensive 
Planning for Postsecondary Education, 1973). Two recommendations were: 
1. That each state recognize the overriding importance of 
comprehensive statewide plamning for postsecondary edu­
cation by making continuous and identifiable financial 
commitment to it, allocating such funds to the agency 
legadly responsible for coordinating postsecondciry 
education. If no agency exists, one should be created. 
2. That this agency consider comprehensive planning its 
primary function, attempting insofar as possible to 
keep a separate focus on planning as distinct from its 
operating activities. 
The 1971 Carnegie Council stated that long-range planning is one 
function that needed to be performed by a state advisory (nonregulatory) 
coordinating agency because of administrative operation of instititional 
affairs (Ceumegie Council on Higher Education, 1971, p. 35). Glenny 
and Hurst reinforced this point citing research which showed that single 
boards were no more effective in coordination, conserving resources, 
and controlling programs, than coordinating boards. They also stated 
that "single governing boards have proven to be less capable of developing 
and effecting long-range master planning policies than coordinating 
boards" (Glenny et al., 1971, p. 23). These findings can be attributed to: 1) 
the low priority governing boards have given to planning and, 2) the 
statutory responsibility of coordinating boards to master plan. 
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Planning is considered to be the most important function of a coordi­
nating agency, yet as research by Glenny indicates, it is the most neg­
lected (Glenny, 1959, p. 78). Fred Harcleroad asserted that: 
Comprehensive statewide planning is the first and basic 
necessity for effective operation of any statewide board 
or commission for postsecondary education- Of all the 
tasks assigned to such a statewide agency, the most 
important has to be the developnent of long-term master 
plans for program development and capital expenditure 
(Harcleroad, 1973, p. 4). 
In their book. Coordinating Higher Education for the 70's, Glenny, 
Berdahl, Palola and Paltridge wrote : 
Pleuining is the most important function of coordination, 
for it provides the operational bcise and guidelines for 
which all other functions constitute implementing 
instruments (Glenny et al-, 1971, p. 25). 
The authors refer to master planning, like Fred Harcleroad, as being a 
prerequisite to successfully performing such functions as academic 
program review and funding recommendations. 
Other proponents of master plemning think it is the key to effective 
coordination. Planning is endorsed as the means for anticipating and con­
fronting problems caused by changes in student enrollment and economic con­
ditions (Statewide Comprehensive Planning for Postsecondary Education, 1973, 
p. 34). 
In this chapter it has been demonstrated that the growth and 
complexity of higher education and the need for public accountability 
have been the major causes for statewide higher education planning. 
Although there have been disagreements among higher education authori­
ties about the need and/or desire for state-level planning, it appeaurs 
that it will continue and even expand its focus. Now that the background 
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for master planning has been established. Chapter III will focus on an 
examination of effective planning criteria. 
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CHAPTER III. ESTABLISHING CRITERIA FOR 
EVALUATING MASTER PLAI4NING 
In recent years, evaluation has been receiving greater attention in 
higher education. However, statewide planning and coordination is one 
area in which evaluation is still in the developmental stages. The 
philosophies of higher education scholars and the views of state planners 
represent diverse theories and ideas on the subject of master planning. 
The only point of overall agreement is that some provision should be 
made for planning the future of state systems of higher education. Out­
side of that, no consensus has been reached on the standards required for 
effective planning or the practical utility a master plan should have. 
This chapter will focus on developing criteria for evaluating 
statewide master planning. The criteria is developed in a two-step process: 
First (in this chapter), by reviewing the theories and experiences of 
scholars and planners, and second, by having seventy-five expert advisors 
review and make recommendations regarding master planning. The advisory 
group consists of the Governor's staff, state legislators, lay higher edu­
cation governing board and commission members, college presidents and 
administrators, campus faculty in Tennessee, and higher education experts 
from outside the state of Tennessee. (Advisory Group Identified in 
Appendix A.) 
The selection of criteria serves as a very important phase of this 
study, as it will be the basis for which judgments will be made con­
cerning the effectiveness of master planning in Tennessee. The criteria 
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focuses on evaluating four features of master planning: 1) The purpose 
served by the Tennessee master plan; 2) the strengths and limitations of 
the master planning process, 3) the impact of Tennessee master planning 
on higher education and government, and 4) the strengths and limitations 
of the product (the master plan document). 
Two approaches will be used to obtain the criteria from the 
literature. First, a review of reports on the scope and objectives of 
past evaluations of statewide boards in which planning was included, and 
second, a review of the principal guidelines for what scholars 
and practitioners believe constitutes good planning for higher educa­
tion. Then, there will be a development of a general set of criteria 
that the advisory group will react to and suggest additional 
standards for the actual evaluation. A chronological discussion of three 
evaluations of higher education governance and master planning that 
occurred between the years of 1959 to 1972 will be reviewed. These evalua­
tions were conducted by Lyman Glenny (1959), Lewis Mayhew (1969), and 
Ernest Palola, et al- (1970). 
A Review of Past Evaluations 
In his evaluation of centralized governance and coordination, Lyman 
Glenny devoted some attention to the evaluation of master planning. 
Glenny described planning as "a method of approaching problems; it is 
preparing for action to follow" (Glenny, 1959, p. 62). Glenny evaluated 
twelve state agencies' functions and their planning activities. He 
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found that planning consisted of two steps : 
First, to conduct research, which for a system of higher 
education, requires the systematic collection and analysis 
of all available information, including the analysis of 
past trends. Second, the formulation of immediate and 
long-range objectives and the methods by which to achieve 
them (Glenny, 1959, p. 62). 
As a precondition to sound planning, Glenny recognized a need for 
planners to have a mastery of facts about their higher education system 
and knowledge about their state institutions, college-age youth, the 
economy, the social forces, and the programs needed for future promo­
tion of educational opportunity. This often requires that special 
studies pertaining to these issues and others be conducted prior to 
the production of a master planning document. Glenny found that im­
portant information gathering was done insufficiently at the time of his 
1959 study (Glenny, 1959, p. 74). Glenny noticed that 
. . . agencies had acquired data on class size, student 
faculty ratios, faculty quality, faculty loads or even 
faculty salaries. All, though, have attempted to esti­
mate student enrollment for some years ahead. Here a 
chief weakness is that in several states the institutions 
predict for themselves. If a system is to be maintained, 
no college can adequately do this task for itself. A wide 
range of assumptions and variations in computations of 
projected enrollments leads to widely disparate results and 
therefore to a difference in the plans based on these 
data (Glenny, 1959, p. 74). 
Glenny's statement supports the idea that planning is L cyclical 
and continuous. Although major master planning documents are produced 
in cycles of five to ten years, the preparation for the major product 
requires continuous research to obtain information relative to planning 
issues. Glenny concluded his evaluation of planning, noting that planning 
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up to that point by central governing amd coordinating agencies was in­
adequate. Much of the problem he found was caused by the "lack of 
significant program studies, need studies, utilization data and 
other such objective studies" (Glenny, 1959, p. 78). Glenny observed 
that some studies were initiated by the central agency but many 
surveys and studies were the result of legislative action brought about 
because of poor planning by central agencies, the ineffectiveness of 
some operating procedures, and the unwillingness of the agency to study 
and propose solutions to more controversial problems (Glenny, 1959, p. 
78). Another reason for poor planning was that many agencies were 
fearful of being accused of interference into the operation of insti­
tutions or so unsure of their own functions that they did not even 
attempt the necessary collection of data. 
Glenny discovered that much of the poor planning was due to their 
use of the "negotiated method" in which each institution presents in­
formation and reports representing its own interests, which is followed 
by compromise and negotiation between the central agency and the 
institution. This procedure appeared to serve the institution and the 
fulfillment of the agency's responsibility to plan, but did not serve 
in the best interest of the general public. Glenny asserted that 
planning for higher education by the central agency should provide 
objectivity and leadership which is not found in the negotiated method 
of planning. 
Plans supported by cin array of relevant data and directed 
toward sound objectives become more acceptable to those 
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with whom coordinating agencies deal thcin all the arguing, 
cajoling, and public relations techniques. Nothing wins 
like foresight in planning, assurance of position, and 
vigorous pursuit of goals. Indifference and apathy, too 
often excused as doing things the democratic way, preclude 
the leadership that higher education so desperately needs 
(Glenny, 1959, p. 79). 
Another problem in master planning perceived by Glenny concerned 
the impact of planning on the relationship between public and private 
higher education institutions. Private colleges and universities have 
often opposed the planning for public development of higher education as 
it may overshadow their own operation and growth. Glenny noted that 
"public and private institutions have avoided open conflict but have 
never made a collective attempt to face the educational problems in 
their state (Glenny, 1959, p. 80). The challenge for planners is to 
plan in the best interest of the state considering all available re­
sources and assessing the need for additional resources. Thus, 
Glenny's primary concerns for statewide planning was that leader­
ship be provided and that master planning be based on factual . 
identification of problems and established methods of resolving 
those problems. 
In 1969, Lewis Mayhew reported the findings of his survey analysis 
of each states * planning activities and more detaiiled analyses of four 
states—Colorado, Illinois, Ohio, and New York. Mayhew viewed long-
range planning as a necessity, stating that "once the premise is 
established that higher education is complex and costly, it is in­
evitable that some form of coordination is essential (Mayhew, 1969, p. 
22). He believed that master planning was typically initiated as a 
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result of "political desires for greater efficiency in higher education, 
social desires to extend its opportunities and economic desires to pro­
duce the skilled workers needed for technological society" (Mayhew, 
1969, p. 102). 
Mayhew recognized that there were desirable differences in coordi­
nation and plcinning in each of the fifty states but at least four features 
were common among all: concentration on budget, review of new pro­
grams, setting standards for building and space utilization, and obtaining 
data and conducting continuous studies of higher education within the 
state (Mayhew, 1969, p. 24). Other subjects Mayhew found to be common 
in master planning were as follows (Mayhew, 1969, p. 89) . 
All have provisions for differentiation of function according 
to institutional type. 
All have provisions for some form of coordination. 
All assume that students of differing academic abilities 
will attend different sorts of institutions. 
All advocate providing access of higher education to 
citizens within driving distance. 
All plans indicate the status of change in tuition and 
taxes. 
All plans make projections about enrollment (how mauiy will 
be attending college). 
All plans discuss decisions or need for decisions on program 
distribution and standards. 
All plans indicate need for establishing admission requirements. 
All plans discuss the specific need for state support in financing 
higher education. 
All plans make program assumptions regarding labor market demands 
for graduates. 
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Mayhew also recognized several problems with master planning much of 
which was related to creativity and leadership. One such problem was 
that "master plans did not seriously mention the possibility that college 
attendance may not be the only means of meeting the needs of college age 
youth" (Mayhew, 1959, p. 82). Another problem vas that the duties and 
responsibilities of faculties are often not specified. Mayhew also 
believed that there was a need for greater specificity about curriculum 
to be included in master planning (Mayhew, 1969, p. 83). 
Mayhew noted a weakness in the articulation between state-level 
master planning and institutional master planning. He believed that 
statewide master planning should have an iirpact on institutional planning 
and both should have similar goals. However, he found that although the 
intent of most master planning was to encourage coordination between 
and among systems, as well as among individual institutions, statewide 
plans have little influence on institutional plans (Mayhew, 1969). He 
made a clear distinction between statewide master plans and institutional 
plans which indicates that they could be coherent and directly related if 
goals were agreed upon. 
In effect, institutional master plans are operational 
statements on which institutions propose to take action 
while regental (sic) plans reflect broad policy statements 
(Mayhew, 1969). 
Thus, in summary, Lewis Mayhew saw the need for much improvement in 
master planning by state systems of higher education. Mayhew believed 
that master plans tended to "codify popular attitudes rather than 
seeking to transcend them." Mayhew also saw the need for planners to 
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improve writing with assertive leadership and creativity (Mayhew, 1959, 
p. 103). 
It is claimed that master plans are an effective device for 
communicating with the society at large about the nature 
and needs of education. If this is so, the public must 
have cin amazing tolerance for arid prose, overgeneralization 
and indigestible statistics. Few master plans are written in 
a way that could excite the public, or for that matter, the 
professionals in education and government. Perhaps this is 
because they all partcike of the quality of government docu­
ments which should probably retain a certain neutrality of 
tone. But if education is as crucial as the plans claim 
it to be, one cein hope for a little more drama. 
The 1970 study of higher education governance and planning by 
Palola, Lehmann, and Blischke was centered around the activities in 
four states; California, Florida, Illinois, emd New York. The study 
was aimed at determining the types of statewide planning in each of the 
states and to analyze the impact of statewide planning on the operation 
and development of colleges and universities within each of the states 
(Palola, 1970, pp. vii-3). The authors point out three types of criti­
cal decisions of long-range planning that impact upon the autonomy of 
public higher education institutions. They are: 1) the setting 
of goals and the development of programs to meet those goals; 2) the 
educational integration of the system; and 3) the allocation of re­
sources in the network (Palola et al., 1970, pp. vii-3). These three criti­
cal decision types are important to consider as criteria for evaluation 
in the current study, therefore each one will now be discussed. 
The setting of goals and the development of programs to meet those 
goals : Palola explains that "to set goals is to mcike certain value com­
mitments which define future relationships between the organization 
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(higher education institution) and its environment. Once defined, goals 
can provide guidelines for making day-to-day decisions which ultimately 
determine the survival and/or success of the organization." (The 
distinction is made between "official goals" as those written for public 
consumption, and "operative goals" as those which show the actual 
operating policies of the organization.) The authors note that planning 
documents frequently serve a variety of audiences which hold different, 
cind sometimes conflicting views of college campuses. Therefore, abstract 
and bland statements are often written to avert possible tension and 
conflict and to allow the institution maximum maneuverability (Palola et al., 
1970, p. 14). The authors go on to point out the four major subjects 
with which goals may be concerned. 
1. Social/cultural goals - The concern for contemporary social 
problems, the democratization of educational opportunities, 
and the promotion of cultural interests and activities and 
standards for excellence in education. 
2. Economic goals - The supply and demand of economic resources, 
trained mampower and the development of trained resources. 
3. Political goals - The form, function, and process of government, 
and an appreciation of and concern about governmental affairs 
by an informed citizenry. 
4. Humanistic/psychological goals - The recognition and building of 
educational programs which cater to the individual needs of 
students and encourage students to search for values and 
strive for self-awareness. 
Like Mayhew, Palola et al. realized a need for segmented, goals which 
illustrate the types of institutions necessary to fulfill the statewide 
goals, and institutional goals which define each institution's role 
within each segment. The challenge for statewide planning is to first. 
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clearly establish the segments needed in a state system, and then to 
make sure that each institution has a distinct role emd mission. 
Goals should be perceived as clearly defined and tangible, and 
should be widely acceptable resulting from broad participation in 
formulating and defining goals (Palola et al., 1970). 
The educational integration of the system: Palola et al. refer 
to the integration of academic programs within higher education 
systems. In the study of planning in the four selected states, they 
examined the cooperation between colleges and universities in sharing 
human and material resources. State planning can impact on the develop­
ment of systems by encouraging sharing of faculty, facilitation of 
programs at community colleges that are easily transferable to four-year 
institutions, and the limiting of program duplication. These serve 
as criteria for assessing impact of planning (Palola et al., 1970). 
Plans should provide for both differentiation and integration resulting 
from coordination and cooperation. Master plans should emphasize the 
division and integration of function between institutions within each 
segment. 
Institutions need not be trapped in the familiar pattern of 
offering such a wide range of programs that resources become 
spread dangerously thin. Participating institutions can com­
bine their limited resources to create strong and well-supported 
programs. Finally, through the exchange of information and 
ideas, interinstitutional cooperation can foster self-
examination sbout the effectiveness of various existing programs 
and the possibility of developing new ones (Palola et al., 1970, 
p. 20). 
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This final critical decision follows. 
Resource allocation: A very important function of statewide long-
range planning is to determine how to allocate financial, and program­
matic resources. Palola et al. discuss the coordination of the 
critical decision of resource allocation with goal setting and integra­
tion: 
Once a set of goals, purposes, and functions has been defined 
by and for the various segments cuid institutions within the 
statewide network, important decisions must be made about 
the distribution of resources for the accomplishment of these 
goals. To put it a slightly different way, the allocation of 
resources is the process by which means (i.e. students, faculty, 
administrators, facilities, equipment, etc.) are deployed in 
order to achieve organizational ends (Palola et al., 1970, 
p. 21). 
A master plan should indicate long-term expectation for fiscal and 
programmatic distribution. 
Palola points to another criterion for evaluating impact—educa­
tional autonomy. Master planning should include the clear distinctions 
of the authority distribution of various aspects of higher education. 
The plan should "define the dimensions of educational autonony at the 
institutional level, and also should identify conditions in the larger 
organizational environment that are significantly related to different 
levels of educational autonomy (Palola et al., 1970, p. 27). This is 
especially important with the development of centralization and shared 
governance, as institutions realize less autonomy at the campus level cn 
operational matters. It needs to be clear who has final authority on 
such matters as institutional mission and role; programs and curricula; 
methods and forms of instruction; recruitment, selection, promotion, and 
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general welfare of the faculty, including academic freedom; admissions 
criteria, academic standards, and student affairs; and finances and 
facilities (Palola et al., 1970, p. 28). 
Attention will now be devoted to the views of other scholars and 
practitioners on the subject of plêinning purposes, processes, outcomes, 
and product. Although these will not include evaluations of state 
planning as those previously discussed, they will be used in establishing 
criteria for evaluation. It begins with a discussion of established 
purposes for master planning and proceeds with process, outcomes, and 
product. 
Purposes 
Purposes for statewide long-range planning have commonly been 
given as statutory provisions for coordinating and governing boards as 
they are established. These statutory purposes for planning are most 
often broad and general statements designed to grant authority. For 
example, the portion of the 1971 North Carolina statute which pertains 
to planning reads: 
In order to foster the development of a well-planned and 
coordinated system of higher education, to improve the 
quality of education, to extend its benefits and to en­
courage an economical use of the state's resources 
(North Carolina Government Statute, Sec. 116, 1971). 
Or the Tennessee statute which reads: 
To develop a master plan for the future development of 
public higher education in Tennessee, taking into account 
the programs and functions of each of the existing insti­
tutions, and to make recommendations to the governing 
boards of the various institutions and to the General Assembly 
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for the implementation of the plan (Tennessee Code Annotated 
49-4203, Sec. 1, 1967). 
And more specific is the California statute: 
The California Postsecondary Education Commission shall 
prepare a five-year state plain for postsecondary education 
which shall consider at least the following factors: (a) 
the need for and location of new facilities; (b) the range 
and kinds of programs appropriate to each institution or 
system; (c) the budgetary priorities of the institutions and 
systems of postsecondary education; (d) the impact of various 
types and levels of student charges on students and on 
postsecondary educational programs and institutions; (e) 
appropriate levels of state-funded student financial and; (f) 
access and admissions of students to postsecondary education; 
(g) the educational programs cind resources of private post-
secondary institutions; and (h) the provisions of this 
division differentiating the functions of the public systems 
of higher education (California Education Code, Sec. 22712, 1961). 
It is evident in these definitions that state master planning purposes 
vary in specificity and in scope. Of course, much differentiation of 
the planning functions results from the differences in the powers and 
function of coordinating and governing boards in each state. The 
primary concerns of planning purposes in this evaluation are: (1) to 
determine if master planning is serving the statutory purpose which 
it was given, and (2) to determine if the State of Tennessee is re­
ceiving the optimum benefit from master planning under the statu­
tory purposes. The second statement requires a comparison of the 
Tennessee master planning definition with those of other states and the 
purposes given in the literature. The literature of master planning 
purposes as written by scholars and practitioners will now be explored. 
Master planning is often explained as being only a response to 
increasing enrollment in the 1960s and most of the 1970s. This 
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explanation is not so critical until we realize that enrollments in the 
late seventies were not increasing as rapidly as the sixties and in fact 
will decline in the eighties; yet master planning is not ceasing 
but rather gaining momentum. States that have been involved in long-
range planning for many years are concentrating on refining their 
planning techniques and states that have no history of master planning 
are beginning to get involved. Some explain the continuity of the 
master planning movement by the declining enrollments projected for 
the next decade, suggesting that determining funding mechanisms, 
facilities utilization, and program distribution and discontinuance, may 
be more sensitive in the times of declining growth as they were in 
times of expansion. 
Although few will doubt that master planning was given impetus 
by the problans of increasing enrollments, there must be some realiza­
tion that master planning serves purposes that exceed the provisions 
of most state statutes. Master planning involves qualitative as well 
as quantitative issues. 
Louis Bender describes the early purposes of master planning : 
During any rapid growth period, whenever demand outstrips 
supply, institutions tend to be satisfied with straight 
line projections of input requirements while giving little 
consideration to the complexities and inçilications of output 
requirements. The major challenge of planning (and the major 
indices of success in the eyes of legislators as well as 
planners) is then quantification in numbers with particular 
focus upon the accuracy of numbers prediction. Planners of the 
1950's, both at the institutional and the state level, took 
great pride in their predictions being within one or two 
percent of actual numbers whether in terms of students or 
dollar requirements (Bender, 1974, p. 63). 
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Bender reed.ized that many mistakes were made in the numbers planning that 
resulted not only, in some czises, inaccurate projections but also in 
conpranise in the quality of instruction. 
In addition to planning for growth and expansion, eeucly planning 
was viewed as a mechemism for achieving coordination among institutions. 
This was expressed in the recommendation by the Carnegie Commission on 
Higher Education. 
Master plans should give attention to (1) access to post-
secondary education; (2) functions or roles of institutions; 
(3) provision for orderly growth (by type of institution, 
institutional, size, new institutions, etc.); and (4) pro­
vision for articulation among the various elements of post-
secondary education (Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, 
1971). 
While Chancellor of the State University of New York, Ernest Boyer viewed 
meister planning as a mechanism to encourage change and innovation to meet 
the chamging needs and conditions of our society. Boyer wrote of the 
necessity of curriculum changes to suit the demamds and requirements of 
changing student clienteles (Boyer, 1973, p. 35). In this context, maister 
planning is seen as a change instrument. This involves making provisions 
for non traditional students eis well as external course offerings. 
More recently, master planning has been closely linked to academic 
development. Declining enrollments require long-range planners to con­
centrate on new formulas for funding, the scaling down of physical plant 
utilization and development, and the assuramce of academic quality. 
In a 1979 address to State Higher Education Executive Officers, 
John Millett began his talk by pointing out the changing focus of state 
level planning. 
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State boards of higher education and statewide governing boaurds 
are going to hear a great deal about quality in the next several 
years. We have talked about quality in public higher education 
in the past, but I believe it is fair to say that at the level 
of state government our necessary preoccupation in the I960's 
and 1970's was with quantity rather than quality. Now that the 
problem of quantity is one of too little rather than too much, 
state governments will be told that it is time to give renewed 
attention to the quality of our higher educational endeavors 
(Millett, 1979a, p. 1), 
Millett spoke of the higher education community setting standards 
for in^roved quality in instruction, quality in research, quality in 
creative expression, quality in public service, quality in educational 
justice, and in constructive criticism (Millett, 1979a). 
Processes 
The master planning process is a continuous cycle. The process is 
the most important part of master planning, because it includes development 
of the plan, implementation of the plainning recommendations and the 
evaluation for improved future planning. The master planning process was 
described by Glenny et al. (1971, pi 30) as: 
. . . the identification of key problems, the accumulation of 
accurate data about those problems, the analysis of their inter­
relationships, the extrapolation of future alternatives that 
might emerge out of present conditions, the assessment of 
probable consequences of introducing new variables, the 
choice of the most desirable modified alternatives as the 
basic goals, a sequential plan for implementing the desired 
goals, and a feedback system for periodic reevaluating the goals 
selected and the means used to achieve them. 
Kent Halstead (1974) discussed a planning strategy consisting of 
six steps: (1) determining goals, (2) identifying problems, (3) 
diagnosing problems, (4) establishing premises, (5) searching for 
possible solutions, and (6) selecting a solution (p. 17). Robert 
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Kratz listed nine important steps in the planning process: (1) pre­
planning, (2) establishing goals and objectives, (3) establishing assump­
tions and premises, (4) organizing for planning, (5) obtaining data, 
(6) evaluating data, (7) selecting a course of action, (8) control, 
(9) approval and implementation (Kratz, 1971), 
In 1971, the ECS task force on long-range pleinning stated that the 
master planning process consisted of strategic amd tactical planning, 
both of which were essential. Strategic planning was described as that 
portion which "provides a framework within which tactical planning is 
developed and implemented". Strategic planning is the identification of 
"fundamental assumptions a state and its citizens have about postsecondary 
education and it should establish the frame of reference, fundamental 
premises, value judgments, philosophies, and purposes for which tactical 
planning develops means of achievement." 
Tactical pleinning wais described by the task force as that which 
took place within the parameters of strategic planning. It includes short 
and intermediate-range goals, developmental time-frames, and step-by-step 
means of achieving strategic goals (Statewide Comprehensive Planning for 
Postsecondary Education, 1973, p. 9). Tactical planning is usually con­
cerned with finding methods to confront or resolve problems, such as: es­
tablishing articulation between vocational-technical institutes and com­
munity colleges, reducing some duplicative academic programs, construction 
of new campuses, extension of programs and courses, budget formulas 
student aid, and research and public service functions. An evaluation 
of master planning processes must assess the degree of fulfillment of 
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the strategic and tactical functions. 
Palola et al. recognized comprehensive state-wide master planning 
processes in terms of six dimensions—scope, priority, research, partici­
pants, implementation, and time span. The three authors defined these 
six categories as follows: (Palola et al., 1970, p. 10). 
SCOPE—All major policies about statewide functions and 
activities for higher education are examined. In general, 
this includes education, facilities, and fiscal policies. 
More specifically, in the education category, this involves 
the definition of goals in regard to the socio-cultural, 
economic, political, and psychological or humanistic aims of 
higher education. Also, the numbers and types of different 
institutions are established to meet the various educational 
goals identified. 
PRIORITY—The statewide goals for higher education receive 
first priority, followed by decisions about facilities and 
finances- In other words, issues about public and educational 
policy are the first order of business. 
RESEARCH—A continuous process of research occurs which goes 
beyond the routine studies normally conducted by institutional 
research offices and focuses on the key issues facing the state 
(e.g., manpower needs, economic resources, geographic distribu­
tion of campuses, lifelong learning, individualized education, 
new technologies, and institutional size). 
PARTICIPANTS—Students, faculty, administrators, statewide 
coordinators, legislators, and governors all share responsi­
bility for planning in higher education. Each group has a 
unique perspective, type of expertise, and particular 
contribution to make toward statewide planning. A variety 
of roles—initiator, reviewer, recommender, decision-maker, 
implementor, and évaluator—are played by the above groups 
at different times in the planning process. 
IMPLEMENTATION—A timetable and general strategy are speci­
fied by which proposals will be put into action. Such a 
strategy considers vested interests within various parts 
of the statewide network. 
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TIME-SPAN—Statewide plans contain proposals for three time 
periods: short-range (1-4 years); intermediate-range 
(5-25 years), and extended long-range (26-50 years). 
Planning which concentrates solely on one- or two-yeau: 
periods overlooks important long-term questions. Simileirly, 
planning focused on intermediate or extended long-range 
goals ignores more immediate and pressing needs. 
These six dimensions can be used as criteria in evaluating master 
planning processes. 
One aspect of the planning process which has received broad 
support concerns the level and degree of participation in the planning 
process. "Participants" was mentioned above as one of Palola et al. 
six dimensions of comprehensive planning (Palola et al., 1970, p. 10). 
Following his evaluation, Lyman Glenny supported broad participation 
in the planning process. 
The amount and quality of participation by presidents and faculty 
in plcinning and policy making Icirgely determines the degree of 
unity and support from within the system for effecting poli­
cies (Glenny, 1959). 
Several years ago, Cameron Fincher viewed the planning process as 
requiring leadership from a staff of fully committed planners, but 
recognized the necessity of including a diversity of interests in order 
for the plan to represent the broad interests of society. Fincher 
established the following statement as one of his guiding principles 
of planning: 
It is well to recognize, that higher education is unlikely 
to benefit from "a planning elite." The goals and objectives 
of higher education must be determined in "an open market­
place of ideas" and not be dictated by a clique of specialists 
(Fincher, 1956, p. 12). 
Two years later, however, James Theodore called for "more sophisticated. 
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less folksy planning that is refined and technologically oriented" 
(Theodore, 1968, p. 28). 
Glenny and Hurst (1971) recall the early years of mais ter planning 
in which the central staffs of state agencies, with the help of a few 
consultants, generated the ideas, at', '.tudes, goals, and the means for 
achieving the goals. The authors note the change in the planning 
process with emphasis on its increased participation. 
More and more, the central staffs provide the data bases 
and information systems which become the factual elements 
used by a broad range of technical task forces and advisory 
committees charged with initiating recommendations to solve 
the diverse higher education problems. Such groups are com­
posed of experts on the particular subject under consideration— 
faculty and administrators from public amd non-public colleges 
and universities and leading citizens aind special-interest 
representatives. 
The central staff composing the final recommendations to go 
before the statewide board may then draw heavily on the 
planning documents prepared by these groups. Additionally, 
public hearings are often held on a preliminairy draft of a 
plan before the board takes final action. As a result, both 
new ideas and broad consensus for the plan are developed, 
allowing the legislature and governor to avoid much of the 
acrimonious contention which arises out of major chamges in 
goals and means for their fulfillment- The plan becomes more 
acceptable to these political leaders and eases passage of those 
elements requiring legislation or new funding (Glenny emd 
Hurst, 1971, p. 29). 
Much of the reason for the early lack of participation mentioned by 
Glenny and Hurst was due to the resistance which statutory coordination 
and centralization received in the 1940s, 1950s, and early 1960s. 
The number of such agencies nationwide and the expanded powers over 
programs and budgets brought about a growing realization that the 
centralization of higher education was here to stay; therefore. 
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participation is one means for accomplishing institutional and state­
wide goals. Participation also should bring about the cooperative spirit 
hoped for but never accomplished by voluntary coordination. Robert 
Berdahl pointed out the advantage of a planning process that consisted 
of widespread participation by faculty and administrators: 
. . .  i t  p r o m o t e s  c o n f r o n t a t i o n  a n d  d i a l o g u e  b e t w e e n  p e r s o n s  
who would not otherwise hear each other's point of view 
and thus often leads to mutual enlightenment and catharsis 
(Berdahl, 1971, p. 74). 
This is not to suggest that state planning is not in need of identified 
leadership, but rather as Beeby stated, "The essence of a good administra­
tor at the top level is that he rarely acts alone. He is surrounded 
by officials and advisors, and whether or not he follows their advice, 
he would be foolish to act before hearing it" (Beeby, 1967, p. 290) . 
Charles Odegaard reinforced broad participation by pointing out 
that "process may in the long run be more inçjortcuit them substance, 
and that voluntary coordination by institutions themselves must remain 
open after the establishment of formal and even mandatory coordination 
under a statewide agency" (Odegaard, 1975, p. 87). 
Brian Scott listed five tasks for planning participants to 
consider in the planning process (Scott, 1965). 
1. Establishing Objectives 
2. Establishing Planning Assumptions 
3. Seeking the Facts Regarding Possible Courses of Action 
4. Evaluating Alternatives 
5. Selecting a Course or Courses of Action 
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Thus, we see tiie principal advantages of broad participation in 
the planning process are the recognition of diverse interests, the 
contribution toward coordination, the achievement of acceptable 
planning document and substance, and the gaining of a commitment 
for implementation. Statewide master planning process as described 
above fits in the context of a systems approach. Churchman described 
the system approach as being: 
. . . made up of sets of components that work together for the 
overall objectives of the whole. The systems approach is 
simply a way of thinking about the total systems and their 
components (Churchman, 1968, p. 11). 
Stephen Knezevich presents six concepts by which to view the systems 
approach (Knezevich, 1969, p. 64). 
1. Systems Orientation—Whole is greater thain the sum of the 
pcirts. (One statewide plan is superior to a group of 
segmental plans.) 
2. Heavy reliance on facts and data. 
3. Focus on Future—Heavy reliance on long-range planning; 
seeks to reduce negative impact of uncertainty about 
the future. 
4. Teams of specialists frequently involved. 
5. Simulation and use of models involved. 
6. Creativity required. 
Now the criteria for' evaluating planning outcomes will be examined. 
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Outcomes 
Criteria for evaluating master planning outcomes will focus on 
auiswering two questions; 1) What difference has master plainning made 
in higher education?, and 2) Have master planning goals been appropriate 
and are they measurable? 
The first question addresses the general universal achievements to 
be claimed as a result of conducting master planning, and the second 
question addresses the accomplishments of certain goals established by 
an individual state (in this case Tennessee). 
In regaird to general effects of planning, several authors have 
suggested the positive results of statewide master planning and some 
others have suggested shortcomings. Among the supporters, Lyman Glenny 
suggests seven advantages of master planning (Glenny, 1959, p. 204). 
1. Lessens or eliminates tensions and conflicts among 
institutions. 
2. Focuses attention of the public on the whole system of 
higher education rather than on one or two of the larger 
institutions. 
3. Helps to create among legislators and state executive officers 
a more favorable attitude toward educators and higher 
education. 
4. Provides a relative increase in support for smaller colleges, 
which, thanks to central agencies, are said to be better 
off than before coordination. 
5. Affords, through assigning and enforcing differential functions, 
some protection of the traditional functions of the University 
and land-grant college against encroachment by teachers colleges 
and state colleges, and obtains for them financial support 
equivalent to, or greater than, that before coordination. 
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6. Provides, in a number of states, long-range capital-
construction programs and schedules which, it is hoped, 
the legislature will agree to support. 
7. Enriches program offerings throughout the public system 
by increasing support and preventing unnecessary overlap 
and duplication-
The seven points made by Lyman Glenny are reinforced by other experts. 
E. T. Dunlap insisted that master planning should result in a "rational 
division of labor" by clearly defining roles for public and private 
two-year and four-year institutions to serve (Dunlap, 1972, p. 11). 
A universal expectation of master planning is that it will limit or 
alleviate duplication of function and program offerings, giving state 
system institutions unique identities and missions. Frederick E. 
Balderston also reviewed mission identification as a beneficial effect 
of master planning and he described the ingredients; 
Each public institution can expect to derive a well-
defined role assignment from statewide planning. This 
is generally stated in terms of degree-level of programs 
and the attributes of students who, by the admissions 
policies laid down in the plan, are expected to attend. 
The stipulated role assignment fortifies leadership of the 
public institution in resisting external constituency pressure 
to do something else (Balderston, 1971, p. 106). 
Balderston mentioned another major benefit of master planning: 
enrollment projections. He saw the statewide enrollment projec­
tions as providing warnings of the future outlook which prepare 
individual institutions for their own destiny: 
There are two possible benefits from projections of future 
enrollments for the individual institution. One is the 
increased degree of validation of its own growth plan and of 
its consequent resource needs. When stipulated amounts of 
enrollment growth are validated in the statewide plan. 
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resource needs for this growth can be more easily defended, 
provided that there are capital and operating budget standards-
The other is that each institution may benefit internaJ-ly 
by improving the coherence of its academic plems when its 
long-range enrollment expectations are firmly based on state­
wide enrollment forecasts (Balderston, 1971, p. 107). 
Balderston's point centers eiround enrollment growth, but the same point 
can be used in periods of no-growth in which new standards are needed to 
assure appropriate capital and operating budgets. This brings us to 
another major potential impact of master planning—greater assurance 
of budgetary support- Balderston suggested that whether individual 
institutions received greater assurance of adequate budgetary support 
depended upon two things: 
First, will the comprehensive design the higher education 
system of a state lead to greater willingness on the part 
of political authorities to underwrite the resource re­
quirements of that system than they would have in the absence 
of a comprehensive plan? 
Second, will the individual institution tend to fare better 
in detailed dealings with an educational planning agency for 
validation of its plans and review of its budgets thcin it 
would through direct negotiation with the executive and 
legislative decision makers? 
Balderston asserted that: 
The individual public institution will perceive net 
benefit only if the statewide planning and coordinating 
agency having budgetary responsibility einploys expertise 
and adequate procedural review in budget analysis, and 
if it is effective in presenting and defending the 
overall resource needs of the public higher education 
system (Balderston, 1971, p. 107). 
Alvin Eurich and Sidney Ticton (1975) recommended that long-
range planning was a necessity in higher education budgeting just as in 
corporate budgeting. Eurich and Ticton warned higher education against 
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some of the problems of decision-making which higher education confronted 
in earlier days. 
Many major decisions were being made on the basis of 
incomplete, frequently irrelevant data. Trustees 
responsible for setting policy were absolutely ignorant 
of the facts. Using the only data available, they, 
in fact, could not know the extent to which they 
were committing their institutions for years eihead. 
They have survived until now in many cases mainly 
on good luck. During the late 1950*s and I960's the 
upswing in business and the increased public support 
of higher education enabled the trustees of many 
institutions to bury mistakes (Eurich and Ticton, 1975, 
p. 3). 
Eurich and Ticton believe that as a result of long-range planning, 
governing boards should be able to make decisions based on more com­
plete data and envision the long-term effects of current decisions. 
This is especially necessary when deciding how many faculty to hire 
or the number of buildings to construct, in view of the projected en­
rollment declines in the next five to ten years. 
Another anticipated impact of plauining and coordination is the 
establishment of guidelines for decisions affecting higher education. 
Robert Berdahl explained: 
The coordinating agency should be in a position to see 
that important substantive decisions are based on 
adequate information. The institutions, weighing net 
gains and losses, should recognize that if they 
cooperate in the creation of coordinating agency 
with a strong staff membership, and powers, these 
substantive decisions will be better than those 
arrived at by normal state political processes 
(Berdahl, 1971). 
Through the planning and coordination, higher education should be 
assured of its future. Decisions made by elected officials and higher 
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education leaders can be made with more complete information and some 
awareness of long-term consequences. 
In addition to the intended effects,planning can also have serendipity 
effects that should be recognized. Edward Wrapp noted that there were 
"several by-products that can be derived from planning." 
1. Executive thinking is crystallized by writing recommendations 
and plans. 
2. Committee investigation and deliberation enhances communica­
tion, particularly at the top level. 
3. A planning group may locate blind spots or potential problem 
areas otherwise missed. 
4. Planning group may be sounding board for potential innova­
tions (Wrapp, 1964, p. 16). 
Planning should also have an impact on society as well as societal changes 
should cause some changes in higher education. In this case, educational 
planning may be viewed as a way of integrating education with other 
sectors of society. 
Just as there were anticipated beneficial effects resulting from 
statewide planning, there was also fear of unpleasant outcomes of master 
planning. Many believe that planning and coordinating agencies would 
seriously impair the initiative, flexibility, and diversity of public 
institutions. It was also anticipated by many that statewide planning 
would result in a loss of autonomy and interfere with the decision-making 
process at the institutional level. Many private institutions feared 
that the result of statewide planning would be a threat to their 
operations, thinking they would have to face a united public sector. 
These private institutions felt that coordinating and planning agencies 
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would be representative of only public institutions in funding and 
program considerations, not considering the need of the private sup­
port. 
Much of this apprehension lingered on, and some still continues despite 
the findings of James Paltridge, in a study of coordination and planning 
in which he concluded that "the authority structure inherent in a scheme 
of statutory coordination can serve as a protector rather than an 
adversary of the substantive autonomy of institutions (Paltridge, 1973). 
Or, the conclusions of Palola et al. (1970), that because of the great 
expansion of higher education "colleges and universities have been able 
to maintain their educational autonomy and expamd and develop their 
educational programs in directions they desired even though substantial 
decision-making power had been legally centralized at the statewide level. 
Agencies have served a vital function in helping to define and promote a 
more balanced and orderly pattern of growth, while continuing to promote 
educational autonomy of institutions" (Palola et al., 1970, p. 541). 
Robert Berdahl pointed out that the choice was not whether to have 
an agency for planning and coordination, rather the choice was between 
having a coordinating agency or being "ingested into the executive 
branch of state government" (Berdahl, 1971, p. 249). In regard to the 
relationship between the public and private sector, Berdahl recommended 
the establishment of statewide councils of independent universities 
and colleges to maintain lateral communication, cooperation, and political 
articulation. Berdahl also stated that as planning became more 
sophisticated, the private sector institutions would have more participa­
tion (Berdahl, 1971, p. 249). 
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Even in the attempt to establish orderly growth in higher-education 
through the designation of roles of institutions, unfavorable inlets 
are possible. Balderston explained that a master plan "may require a 
role for an institution which frustrates internal constituencies; for 
example, mainy comprehensive state colleges want to move toward offering 
doctoral degrees and advanced professional degrees even when it is not 
permitted in their current role assignments" (Balderston, 1971, p. 106). 
Balderston pointed out that one benefit of planning to both the public 
and private institutions was that the "functions and missions of their 
competing and complementary institutions are defined, which may permit 
better forecasting of inter-institutional relationships, both competi­
tively and articulatively" (pp. 106-107). 
Finally, on the subject of outcomes Paloia et al. reached eleven major 
findings concerning the effects of statewide planning. These are: 
1. Statewide planning has controlled for the expansion of new 
campuses and new educational programs. 
2. Statewide planning has served to initiate and/or stimulate 
the widespread development of institutional plamning. 
3. Statewide planning has served to extend educational oppor­
tunities cind to meet new educational and social needs. 
4. Statewide planning has served to justify the increasing 
operating and capital budgets of the higher education 
enterprise. 
5. Statewide planning has made efforts to promote institutional 
differentiation. 
6. Statewide planning has been unable to define and eliminate 
unnecessary duplication of programs, nor has it been successful 
in discontinuing obsolete, inadequate, or expired programs. 
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7. Statewide planning has failed to integrate the private 
sector with the public sector in the orderly development 
of higher education. 
8. Statewide planning has failed to promote cooperative efforts 
between institutions on a large scale. 
9. Statewide planning has given insufficient direct attention 
to the issues of quality, excellence, and substance in 
higher education. 
10. Statewide planning activities have served to unify the higher 
education network in some states, but fragment it in others. 
11. On the whole, educational autonomy and the level of per­
formance of colleges aind universities have improved as a 
result of statewide planning and coordination during the period 
of massive expansion in higher education (Palola et al,, 1970, p. 552). 
Finally, in evaluating the impact of master planning, the general 
goals of the plan should be judged to determine the degree of progress 
toward fulfillment, and the flexibility of those goals to meet changing 
conditions. This part of the evaluation should include all plans, past and 
present, because many goals are set with the knowledge that it may take 
longer than the five-to ten-year time period for goals to be achieved. 
Also, because of the continuous nature of planning, previous planning 
goals should be either accepted, adjusted, or recognized as accomplished 
by the most recent plan. The 1973 Tennessee master plan, for example, 
established eight major goals that were later updated in 1978. These 
goals should be evaluated to determine to what extent they have been 
accomplished. The 1973 planning goals are as follows: 
1. Tennessee should provide educational opportunity for all 
citizens who have ability and interest to attend college. 
2. Tennessee should provide a system of public institutions 
offering the programs by its citizens. 
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3. The state should assist in maintaining strong private 
colleges. 
4. Tennessee should provide advanced graduate and professional 
programs for an expanding and more ccxaplex society. 
5. Tennessee should support higher education at a level to 
insure quality instructional programs. 
6. Institutions should place high priority on meeting accredita­
tion standards for existing programs before initiating new 
programs. 
7. Efficient and responsible operation. 
8. Educational change will require institutional flexibility and 
adjustment to new needs. 
The goals for the 1978 master plan are: 
Accessibility Provide educational opportunities for all 
citizens who have the ability amd interest 
to attend college. 
Excellence Develop and maintadn quality programs in instruc­
tion, research aind service. 
Diversity Promote differences in public institutional 
mission and recognize the role of the state's 
private institutions. 
Responsiveness Provide those programs that are responsive to 
current needs and plan for future program and 
service needs. 
Responsibility Maintain and demonstrate integrity of purpose 
and practice and effectively apply resources. 
CHigher Education in Tennessee, A Statewide 
Master Plan, 1979, p. 58), 
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Product 
The evaluation of the product is the evaluation of the master plan­
ning document. This portion of the evaluation will focus on the struc­
ture and the utility of a state master plan. The evaluation of the 
master plan document will concentrate on two factors (1) assessing the 
structural design of the master plain; and (2) assessing the component 
parts of the plan. 
The 1971 Carnegie Commission developed a checklist of planning con­
sideration components which can be used in evaluating a master plan. 
This check list is listed below: (Carnegie Commission on Higher Edu­
cation, 1971). 
Statement of Goals 
Educational 
Social 
Economic 
Individual 
Quantification of the Goals to the Extent Possible 
Analysis in Terms of Enrollment, Resources, and Programs of 
Present Postsecondary Education in the State, Including 
Public and Private Colleges and Universities 
Public and Private Trade and Technical Schools 
Present Extent of Use of New Educational Technologies 
Opportunities for Adult Training and Education 
Geographic Availability of Institutions in the State 
Projections for at Least the Short Run (2 to 5 Years) and the 
Intermediate Period (5 to 15 Years) Including 
Enrollment Trends Categorized by Institutional Type and 
Broadly Defined Programs 
State Manpower Needs 
64 
Resource Requirements—Including Faculty (area and level), 
Physical Facilities and Equipment, Libraries, and Funding 
Levels for Operating and Capital Expenses 
Consideration of present and Potential Arrangements with Other 
States to Maximize use of State Resources 
Extent of Differentiation of Function Among Types of Institutions, 
and Plans for Bringing About Desired Changes in the Pattern of 
Differentiation 
Analysis of the Quality of Existing Programs and Proposals for 
Improvement 
Analysis of the Present Degree of Efficiency in use of Educational 
Resources and Proposals for Increasing Efficiency 
Definition of Relation to Provide Education, Including Descriptions 
of Present and Projected State Aid to Private Education, If Any 
Analysis of Existing Requirements for Admission and Recommendations 
for any Modification if Deemed Advisable 
Review of Tuition Levels at Public Institutions amd, if any In­
creases are Project, an Analysis of the Impacts of Increased 
Tuition on Student Financial Aid Requirements and Enrollments at 
Various Types of Institutions 
Attention to the Articulation of Postsecondary Education with 
Secondary Education, Including Consideration of Advanced Placement 
Concern with the Potential Adaptability to Changing Educational 
Needs of the System and the Units Within It 
Evaluation of the Adequacy of Counseling for Careers, and for 
Postsecondary Education Sufficiently Early in a Student's Life to be 
Effective and Proposals for Improving the Program if Necessary 
Identification of Any Other Agencies Outside Postsecondary Educa­
tion Which Have Major Impacts on the Way Postsecondciry Education 
is Able to Function and Suggestions for Improving the Inter­
action with these Agencies 
In their book entitled Planning Theory, Preston LeBreton and 
Dale Henning wrote about corporate planning. The authors describe a plan 
(document) as being "a unit complete within itself with a definite beginning 
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cind end." LeBreton and Henning then describe thirteen dimensions of a 
plan. Each one is listed and briefly defined below: 
1. Complexity - A plan ranges in complexity depending upon the 
number of parts to be considered in the plam, the 
number of alternatives to consider for each 
component, the extent to which the plan is or is 
not guided by already existing policy (more complex 
if plan serves as a policy statement), the technical 
requirements and the amount of available technical 
assistance, and the extent to which the total plan 
can be divided into logical sub-units. 
2. Significance - The relevance or attention of the plan to the 
major issues that will yield benefit making the 
plan worth its cost. The focus being on the 
contribution the plan makes to the overall system. 
3. Comprehens iveness - A plan that compasses the entire enterprise 
or system. 
4. Time - A plein consisting of adequate preparation lead time for 
beginning work on major portions, time for full implemen­
tation of those parts, and appropriate time-frame for 
future (5 yrs.) in Tennessee. 
5. Specificity - Such elements of the plan as time for the beginning 
and end of various parts of the plan, quantity and 
quality of components to be produced, and the 
assignment of direct responsibility for the 
implementation, coordination and control of the 
plan and all its component parts. (A plan does 
not have to be specific in areas where established 
policies would automatically state the parameters 
of operation. 
6. Completeness - "A complete plan would be one which includes all 
necessary components for proper judgment to be 
passed on its adoption or rejection and for its 
expenditious implementation." 
7. Flexibility - Certain components of the plan must be changeable 
if conditions warrant a change. The plan should not 
be written presupposing static conditions. 
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8. Frequency - Higher education planning is continuous and it is 
written carrying the tone that the completion of one 
generates the need for beginning another. Some of 
the planning components, however, will be relevant 
to current planning but not so in the future, 
while others will be recurring. 
9. Confidential Nature - A public plan should not include informa­
tion that would responsibly be shsured with 
authorized personnel. 
10. Formality - Refers to planning process. Consists of five parts: 
(1) authorization of the study, (2) preparation of 
the plan, (3) approval of the plan, (4) implementa­
tion of the plcsn, and (5) control of the plan. 
11. Authorization - Plan should show official initial authority for 
preparation, and approval of the prepared plan 
and its contents by a body that can affect imple­
mentation . 
12. Ease of Implementation - "Once a plan has received official 
approval, it must be put into practice." 
The implementation of a plan is dependent 
upon its contents as well as the process 
by which it was prepared. The best plan 
is one that is easily understood and 
consists of the appropriate information 
for its user. The contents should also 
reflect the results of the process. 
"Plan should be in simple terms and should 
contain sufficient directness to enable 
each participcint to perform his role with 
minimum verbal direction from others. 
13. Ease of Control - Provisions for measuring accomplishment. 
Koontz and O'Donnell described a plan as a bridge from where 
we are to where we want to be (Koontz and O'Donnell, 1968, p. 81). They 
cited five limitations of planning: 
1. Difficulty in Basing It on Accurate Premises 
2. Problems of Rapid Change 
3. Internal Inflexibility 
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4. External Inflexibility 
5. Time and Experience (LeBreton and Henning, 1961, p. 22). 
Now that the planning purposes and criteria for evaluating 
processes, product and outcomes have been identified, the advisory groups' 
validation of the criteria is next in order. A questionnaire has been 
developed and is listed in Appendix B. The questionnaire contains 
the criteria identified in this chapter but redefined to encompass their 
relevcincy to state level planning as well as to reflect the variations in 
the descriptions given by the writers of the literature reviewed in this 
chapter. 
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CHAPTER IV. METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS OF THE 
CRITERIA EVALUATION 
In the previous chapter, the review of literature provided a complete 
list of purposes for state-level master planning along with a set of cri­
teria for planning process, product, and outcomes. These purposes and 
criteria have been synthesized cind compiled and are listed in Appendix B. 
Throughout the literature discussed in the first three chapters, it 
has been shown that there are varied and diverse opinions on master plan­
ning and that a major deterrent to the evaluation of planning is that 
there is no consensus or agreement on the criteria for such an evaluation. 
In other words, there is no universal agreement on the purposes to be 
served by a state-level plan for higher education; the process to be used 
in developing such a plan; what the product or the planning document 
should consist of; nor the desired educational and political outcomes 
resulting from state-level planning. 
This chapter focuses on the evaluation of master planning pui^Joses 
and the criteria for master planning process, product, and outcomes. The 
evaluation of these purposes, processes, products, and outcomes by 
seventy-five advisors is examined in this chapter to determine if a con­
sensus was reached among a broad group of people on a clearly defined 
and comprehensive set of criteria. The evaluation was also used to 
determine the importance of each of the planning purposes and criteria. 
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Subjects 
Seventy-five persons were selected to represent eight groups in 
evaluating the master planning purposes, and the criteria for process, 
product, and outcomes. The eight groups and the number represented from 
each are listed in Table 2. (The names of all the evaluators and the 
group and institution they represent are provided in Appendix A.) 
Each in-state group was selected because they were considered to be 
constituents or users of the master plan. The executive and legislative 
branches of government utilize long-range plans when enacting laws affecting 
higher education. Higher education lay board and commission members were 
chosen because of their statutory responsibility for authorizing the 
plan and because they represent the voice of the public on matters of 
higher education. College presidents and public higher education 
administrators were selected because of their involvement in formulating 
the plan and because the plan ultimately has impact upon policies made by 
both presidents and administrators. Private college administrators were 
chosen because of a need to clarify and define their role in major public 
higher education activities, such as long-range planning. Faculty were also 
chosen because of the need to define their role in master planning, and 
also because they too are affected by recommendations in the plan. Finally, 
a group of out-of-state advisors was chosen in order to provide some 
professional objectivity and to compare with in-state (Tennessee) 
evaluators. Although students can be viewed as constituents of master 
planning, they were excluded from this study because of the rapid turnover 
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Table 2. Selected advisory groups involved in the evaluation of planning 
criteria 
Group Number of Persons 
College presidents 10 
Executive branch (Governors office) 2 
Faculty 13 
Lay board and Commission members 8 
Legislature 10 
Out-of-state professionals 9 
Private higher education administrators 8 
Public higher education administrators 15 
in student populations. 
Each person chosen in each of the eight groups was selected on a 
nonrandomized basis in which his or her participation in higher education 
activities at the state-level served as the principle criterion for 
their selection. All participants were recommended by high ranking 
officials at the Tennessee Higher Education Commission and the two 
Governing boards in Tennessee. The executive branch representatives were 
the governor's only two staff advisors on matters pertaining to higher 
education. The legislators selected were those on the higher education 
sub-committee and other members of the legislature who were known to be 
aware of and most interested in current issues in higher education. The 
lay board members were those who hold leadership positions on their 
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respective boaurds and those who had served on the boards the longest having 
the most experience in master planning. The college presidents and public 
higher education administrators and faculty were chosen because of 
their knowledge and/or involvement in state-level planning or related 
activities. The out-of-state advisors were chosen because of their in­
volvement in advising states on the subject of master planning or because 
of their writing and publishing on state coordination and planning in 
higher education. 
Special attention was given to obtaining a demographically diverse 
group of evaluators in terms of race, sex, geographical location of 
residence, and in the case of higher education administrators and 
faculty, difference in type of institution (i.e., community college, 
university, graduate and professional schools). As a result, 15 of the 
evaluators were women and 15 were black. Of the in-state evaluators 45% 
live in middle Tennessee, 28% in East Tennessee, and 28% in West 
Tennessee. The out-of-state evaluators were from different parts of the 
country—three from the Eastern United States, one from the South, three 
from the Midwest, one from the Southwest, and one from the West. 
Of the public higher education presidents and administrators, 
eleven were from universities, seven from community colleges, seven from 
governing and coordinating boaurd staffs, and one each from a post-
secondary technical institute and a medical school. There were also eight 
evaluators who were private college or university administrators. 
The faculty included eight persons from public universities, three 
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from public community colleges, and two from private universities. The 
administrators were selected from among chief academic and fiscal 
officers. The faculty évaluators also represented several different 
academic disciplines including education, sociology, engineering, 
English chemistry, mathematics, and political science. 
Task 
All subjects were provided with identical questionnaires and asked 
to rate the master planning purposes, products, and outcomes. Each subject 
rated the criteria on the following five-point scale of importeince: (1) no 
importance, (2) of little importance, (3) of average importance, (4) very 
in^rtant, and (5) undecided. Then, the évalua tors were asked to rank 
the ten purposes, the fourteen products, aind the thirteen outcomes in 
order of importance with 1 being most important and the highest number 
in each category representing least important. 
For the master planning process, the evaluators were asked to indi­
cate the degree of involvement nine constituent groups should have in 
each of the seven planning processes. The evaluators were asked to indi­
cate whether each group should have no participation, limited participa­
tion, continuous advisory participation, or primary leadership in each of the 
seven processes. A choice of undecided was also available. 
All subjects were treated equally by receiving questionnaires through 
the mail and given 15 days to return the completed questionnaire in a 
self-addressed prepaid postage envelope. 
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Analysis 
The point of the evaluation is to determine if there can be agreement 
on a broad set of criteria by all groups involved or affected by the 
plan. The major hypothesis is as follows: 
Ho. There is no significant difference among the eight 
criteria evaluation groups ratings of criteria for 
evaluating master planning purposes, processes, 
product, and outcomes. 
The hypothesis has been tested statistically using one-way analysis 
of variances (ANOVA) for each planning purpose, process, product, and 
outcome for each group involved in the evaluation. This amounted to a 
total of 100 one-way ANOVAS—10 for the rating scale analysis of 10 
purposes; 63 for the rating scale analysis for all 9 parts of each of 
the 7 processes; 14 for the rating scale analysis of 14 products; and 
13 ANOVAS for the rating scales of 13 outcomes. Kendall's (W) coeffi­
cients of Concordance were also used to indicate the average group 
rankings on purposes, product, and outcomes and to test the advisors' 
rankings of purposes, products, and outcomes were the same among the 
groups. Three multiple range tests were also conducted for paired 
comparisons on all tlie criteria. These tests were Scheffe, Duncan, and 
Fisher's LSD (least significant difference). However, Duncan is the 
only one discussed in the analysis of this data, because Scheffe indi­
cated no differences on any of the criteria, aind Fisher's LSD found large 
numbers of differences. Duncan is more a liberal test than Scheffe but 
more conservative than Fisher's test. 
All statistical tests were computed by computer using the program 
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language statistical package for the social sciences (SPSS). The ANOVA 
tests resulted in computed ratios which were conç>ared to table values 
using the appropriate degrees of freedom at the .05 level of significance. 
Duncan's multiple range tests were also computed at the .05 level of 
significance. 
Response Rate 
There were seventy-five evaluators selected and who received question­
naires. Of those seventy-five, fifty-six (75%) responded and are included 
in the data analysis. Table 3 indicates the number of respondents from 
each of the eight groups in the evaluation. All fifty-six respondents 
Table 3. Number of respondents from the eight criteria advisory groups 
Number in Number of 
sample respondents 
College presidents 10 8 
Executive branch 2 2 
Faculty 13 11 
Lay board 8 3 
Legislators 10 5 
Out-of-state professionals 9 9 
Private college administrators 8 5 
Public college administrators 15 13 
TOTAL 75 56 
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completed the rating scales of all four parts of the questionnaire— 
purposes, processes, products, and outcomes. However, eleven of the 
responding advisors did not rank-order the purposes, products, and 
outcomes. Among those nonresponding, one out-of-state advisor 
stated that "the criteria are all important and to rank them would be 
equivalent to ranking the importance of the carburetor, wheels and brakes 
to a car". In the same spirit, a faculty advisor commented that "asking 
one to rank the criteria, is a bit like asking which is more important 
to sustain human life: food or water?" Some others who did not rank the 
criteria stated it was not possible to do and did not give any other 
explcination. The forty-five advisors who ranked the criteria represent 
79% of the responding advisors. The rankings will still be discussed but 
could not be compared directly to the ratings because several groups 
were not equally represented in both. For example, eight college presi­
dents rated the criteria while only two ranked the criteria. 
The remainder of this chapter consists of the analysis and discussion 
of the advisors' evaluation responses. Each category is analyzed sepa­
rately under the major headings of purposes, processes, products, and out­
comes. Under each major heading an analysis of the overall responses of the 
advisors on each scored item followed by the analysis and interpretation 
of statistical test on the relative criteria. 
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Purposes 
For this study, master planning purposes were defined as "the reason why 
master planning is conducted." It is well-understood that master planning 
is conducted at the state level because it is the will of state legisla­
tures to have it done. However, it is the intention of this evaluation to 
go beyond the legislative statutes by identifying the purposes to be 
served for other constituents of the plain as well. 
Ten master planning purposes were listed for the advisors to rate on 
the five-point scale of importance, and to rcink from 1 to 10 in order of 
importance- Table 4 illustrates how the advisors rated the planning 
purposes, and Table 5 illustrates the overall rankings of the purposes. 
The advisors' ratings and rankings of the purposes will now be discussed, 
followed by the statistical analysis for both the rating scale and rank-
order data. 
Goal setting 
The advisors rated and ranked goal setting as the most important 
purpose. Goal setting was defined as "to establish an agenda for action 
by setting goals and objectives for higher education and a clear pattern 
for pursuing those goals and objectives." Goal setting was ranked first 
in the rank ordering and rated as most important by 86% of the advisors 
and of average importance by the other 14%. Ratings are consistent 
with the views of scholars of both higher education and corporate 
planning. Goal setting is one area that has provided planners with much 
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Table 4. Advisors'ratings of master planning purposes (percentages) 
Scale Response 
Planning 1 2 3 4 5 
purpose No Little Average Very 
importance importance importance important Undecided 
Goal setting 14 86 
5 
Coordination 4 21 70 5 
Ef fectiveness 2 25 64 9 
Responsiveness 39 61 
Accessibility 2 36 59 4 
Efficiency 5 38 55 2 
Issues 
identification 7 41 52 
Accountability 16 43 36 5 
Trend analysis 2 18 48 32 
Minimize 
competition 5 14 43 30 7 
difficulty. 
Goal setting will be given more attention in each of the remaining 
three sections of this chapter (process, product, and outcomes) as it 
is very important in all three. It will also be discussed in more detail 
in Chapter V with recommendations for the future use in state planning. 
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Table 5. Mean ramking of master planning purposes by the eight advisor 
groups 
Planning Mean Relative 
purpose rank^ ramk 
Goal setting 1.8 1 
Coordination 3.0 2 
Effectiveness 4.7 5 
Responsiveness 4.4 3 
Accessibility 4.5 4 
Efficiency 5.1 6 
Issues identification 5.8 7 
Accountability 8.6 9 
Trend analysis 8.1 8 
Minimize competition 8.6 10 
^Mean rank based on total rank of 44 advisors in eight groups. 
(Maximum reink = 10.) 
Coordination 
Coordination was thought to be the second most important purpose in 
both the rating sccile responses and in the rankings by the advisors. 
Coordination was rated very important by 70% of the advisors and of 
average importance to 21%. This purpose is much like the purposes given 
for planning in legislative statutes. It is defined in this study as "to 
establish principles of equity in funding and program distribution by 
providing a clear understanding of different roles for higher education 
79 
institutions." One important service plamning and coordinating agencies 
perform for state legislatures is that they keep individual campus 
lobbyists from requesting funds and programs directly from the legis­
lature. In most cases, state agencies have developed fcxcmulae for the 
equitable distribution of funds, and a system of determining the placement 
of academic programming. One advisor who is a college president ccxn-
mented that one purpose of master planning "should be to remove some of 
the guess work and wonder from the funding and program proposals. As 
institutions approach the future, there should be clear understanding of 
what should be funded and what should be set aside as non-priority." 
Prior to the development of coordinating agencies, much of funding and pro­
gram distribution was guess work, especially for smaller, newly developing 
institutions. 
Effectiveness 
Effectiveness as a purpose was defined as "to develop a system of 
colleges and universities with emphasis on providing high quality higher 
education." Effectiveness Wcis 5th in the rankings, but was rated as 
being very important by 64% of the advisors and of average importance by 
24%. This purpose had the highest percentage of undecided responses (9%). 
This may be related to one out-of-state advisor's comment about the use of 
"high quality" in the definition of effectiveness. One advisor pointed 
out that "high quality is defined differently for different types of 
institutions. For example, the quality for a large private university 
would be different from that at a small community college." One of the 
responsibilities of plainners at the state level, is to consider the 
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potential of institutions of all types. There is no doubt that there is 
high quality at community colleges just as at public and private four-
year colleges and comprehensive public and private universities. This 
quality, however, cannot be ccmpared just as the educational functions 
cannot be compared for they are conducted with different goals. 
Practically everyone would believe that there should be a system of high 
quality higher education, but the one question often raised by public 
officials is: Can high quality public higher education be provided to all 
of higher education, given the other responsibilities of state government? 
Another question raised by higher education faculty and administrators is: 
If one believes that quality is the actual leciming and teaching found 
in the instructional process, then what role does anyone outside the 
institution have in providing quality? State-level planners are caught 
in the middle of these important questions and must continue to consider 
effectiveness as an important aspect of plemning. Or, as one faculty 
advisor commented that one purpose of state level plctnning is "to increase 
public awaoreness of the relationship between quality education and 
financial cost." 
Responsiveness 
Responsiveness is another purpose which was expected to be viewed as 
very important by the advisors. Responsiveness was defined as "to develop 
strategies for adjusting to enrollment growth and decline: as well as 
economic growth and decline." The importance of responsiveness to the 
advisors may be indicated by the fact that it was ranked as the third most 
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important purpose, and was rated very important by 61% while the remaining 
39% rated it as of average importcince. Responsiveness is another purpose 
which is closely related to the legislative intent of planning. Master 
planning evolved during the period of expansion of higher education 
enrollments and demand for additional financing. This enormous expêinsion 
was not expected to be temporary ; therefore, it was believed that 
planning could provide for an orderly means of accounting for rapid 
changes. Even now, with the prospect of declining enrollments in the 
1980s, planning can serve as a means for managing decline. 
Accessibility 
Accessibility as a planning purpose was defined as "to insure that 
higher education programs and services are accessible and available to 
citizens who desire to participate." Accessibility was ranked as the 
fourth most important purpose and rated very important by 59% of the 
advisors and of average importance to 36%. The concern for accessibility 
grew out of a national mood in the sixties that the more educated the 
population, the better off the society. The ideal of a completely 
educated society is not new. Such notable educators and historic figures 
as Horace Mann, Henry Barnard, and Thomas Jefferson years ago advanced 
the benefits of an educated society. They believed that ignorance was 
responsible for most human problems and thought education was the solution 
for social ills. Innovations such as the coonnunity college, extension 
education, the open university, open admissions, and adult education 
have been justified by the philosophy of an educated society. State-level 
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planners have had the task of achieving the desired outcomes. One faculty 
advisor in this evaluation commented that one purpose of planning should 
be to "design alternatives to an open admissions system which recognizes 
the designation of one or two institutions as selective in admissions." 
This, no doubt, will be a future challenge of planners to strike a 
balance between accessibility and high productivity in public higher 
education. 
Efficiency 
Efficiency was defined as "to organize public resources so that they 
can be used in the most cost efficient manner." Although efficiency 
was ranked sixth in importcince among purposes, it was rated very im­
portant by 55% of the advisors and of average importance by 28%. Even 
though state coordinating agencies auid governing boards can influence the 
placement of programs, physical facilities, and funding, many such 
resources were committed prior to the existence of such planning agencies. 
The distribution of limited new resources provides such agencies with 
the difficult task of prioritizing with the ultimate result of equity 
rather than efficiency or excellence. Another problem of planning for 
efficiency is that a great part of efficiency is the daily internal 
operation and manipulation of resources, of which planners are not 
directly involved in. About this problem, one advisor who is a public 
college administrator commented that the role of master planning should 
be "to promote a common understanding of the roles of different institu­
tions that will enable local autonomy in initiating and overseeing true 
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excellence, as opposed to imposed standards and supervision from a removed 
central authority." 
Issues identification 
Issues identification was defined as "to prepare higher education 
institutions to respond to the social and technological needs of the 
future by identifying issues." Although the identification of issues and 
projecting future developments is an essential element of planning, it 
was ranked seventh and rated as very important by only a slight 
majority (51%) of the advisors while 41% rated it of average inçsortance. 
It could be that while the identification of issues in planning is necessary, 
it may not be the purpose for planning, but the means for achieving other 
purposes such as goal setting and responsiveness. 
Other planning purposes 
The remaining three purposes of accountability, trend analysis, and 
the minimization of competition were thought to be of lesser importance 
among the ten purposes. Accountability, which was defined as "to provide 
for increased accountability of higher education to government officials 
and the general public, " was expected to be of high importance to the 
advisors because the reference by many observers of higher education 
governance to the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s as the age of accountability. 
This is further substantiated by the pressure being placed upon all social 
institutions to justify their functions in order to maintain their 
existence. Accountability was ranked ninth and rated very important by 
36% of the advisors and of average importance by 43%. This, however, does 
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provide optimism in that planning should not be ccnducted for the purpose 
of showing the government and the public that higher education is worth­
while. Rather, the time can be better spent by pleuining for the purpose 
of actually making higher education more worthwhile. 
Trend ainalysis was defined as "to record and examine social, economic, 
political and educational trends auid accomplishments emd to raise the pub­
lic consciousness of their future effect on higher education." Trend 
analysis was ranked eighth and only 32% of the advisors saw this as a 
very important purpose and 48% as of average importance with the remaining 
20% viewing trend analysis as having little or no importance as a master 
planning purpose. Much like issues identification, trend analysis is a 
necessary part of planning but is probably best realized as supportive 
of other major purposes. One out-of-state advisor stated that "issue 
identification and trend analysis are things done as a part of planning 
but they are not purposes for planning." 
The final purpose identified was planning as a meeins of minimizing 
competition or "to eliminate unproductive tensions and conflicts among 
institutions by creating a spirit of sharing and cooperation." Minimize 
competition was ranked tenth and rated as very important by 30% of the 
advisors, of average importance by 43%, and of either little or no 
importance by 19%. One out-of-state advisor commented that "competition 
should be desirable and state-organized monopolies should be discouraged." 
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Statistical analysis 
A one-way analysis of veiriance test was conducted for each of the 
ten planning purposes to determine if there was any overall significant 
difference among the groups on the five-point rating scale responses 
of the purposes. Table 6 illustrates the computed F-ratio for each ANOVA 
test along with the corresponding F probability for 7 and 48 degrees 
of freedom (8 groups - 55 respondents) at the .05 level of significance 
for the ratings of planning purposes. The computed F ratio proved to 
be significant for the rating of only one planning purpose—issues 
identification. 
Duncan's Multiple Range Test was applied at the .05 level of sig­
nificance to identify where the "group differences existed on the planning 
purposes of issues identification." Duncan's test showed that the execu­
tive branch respondents differed significantly on the ratings with a 
mean rating of 2.5 from three other groups' ratings—college presidents, 
public college administrators, and legislators—ranging from 3.6 to 3.8 
on the five-point scale. In other words, the executive branch respondents 
as a group ranked Issue Identification as of little importance, while 
the others considered it as being closer to very important. The 
group differences as found by the Duncan test are found in Figure 2. 
Teible 6. The F ratios and probabilities associated with the eight advisory groups' ratings 
of planning purposes 
„ Rating Scale 
Purposes p p 
Goal setting 
Coordination 
Effectiveness 
Responsiveness 
Accessibility 
Efficiency 
Issues identification 
Accountability 
Trend analysis 
Minimize competition 
.42 .89 
.52 .81 
1.06 .41 
1.89 .09 
.52 .82 
1.43 .21 
2.35* .04 
1.09 .38 
1.48 .20 
.69 .68 
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Using Kendall's W-coefficient of concordance a fairly high 
positive correlation of .55 was found. On page 200, in Appendix C, the 
average ranks of each of the advisory groups is shown. Kendall's W 
shows the similarity of the groups rankings of planning purposes. When 
applying the chi-square test of significance at the .05 level, the 
2 
ranked responses produced a computed % value of 39.6 which exceeds 
the table value of 15.91. Thus, the hypothesis that there is agreement 
among the advisory groups rankings is accepted. 
Overall, the ten planning purposes were considered as being valid 
and important reasons for conducting state-level planning. Each 
planning purpose was thought to be very important by at least 30% of 
the respondents, and every purpose was considered at leaist of average 
importance or very important by at least 73% of the advisors. This is 
a clear indication that while planners may give more attention to a 
very important purpose (i.e., goal setting), they cannot afford to 
neglect one of lesser importance (i.e., efficiency), which is also 
essential. With the exception of one purpose—issues identification— 
there was not significant amounts of difference to reject the hypothesis 
that all the advisory groups agree on the importance of the planning 
purposes. 
Private Public 
Executive Lay Out-of- College College College Legis-
Mean Rank Group Name Branch Faculty Board State Admin. Près. Admin, lators 
2.50 Executive Branch 
3.09 Faculty 
3.33 Lay Board 
3.33 Out-of-state 
3.40 Private College Admin. 
3.63 College Presidents _* 
3.77 Public College Admin. _* 
3.80 Legislators -* 
* 
Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level using Duncan's Multiple Range 
Test. 
Figure 2. Group mean comparison on the rating scale responses to issue identification 
as a planning purpose 
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Processes 
The state level master planning process was defined in this study as 
the "steps or procedures taken by planners to develop a planning docu­
ment." Seven steps were identified in the literature which constitute 
the necessities of the planning process. These are: 1. Preparation for 
planning; 2. Problem solving; 3. Goal setting; 4. Prioritizing; 5. Editing; 
6. Authorization; etnd, 7. Activating. The advisors were asked to determine 
the extent of participation nine constituent groups should have in each 
of the seven steps of the planning process (refer to questionnaire in 
Appendix B) . The advisors' ratings of each of the participamts in each 
process can assist planners to decide where constituents can contribute 
most in the planning process. The advisors'responses to the seven 
processes will now be analyzed. This will be followed by an analysis 
of the statistical con^arisons of the eight advisory groups' responses. 
Preparation for planning 
The first of the master planning processes was preparation for plan­
ning which was defined as "developing strategies for planning, in­
cluding establishing time frames, determining the information needed 
by planners, and the tasks to be accomplished during the planning 
process." Table 7 shows how the advisors rated the role of the nine 
groups in the process of preparing for planning. An overwhelming 
majority (73%) indicated that the state coordinating staff should be the 
primary leader in this process. Governing board administrators were 
indicated by 39% of the advisors to be primary leaders and by 50% 
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Table 7. Advisors'ratings of participants in process #1 - Prepauration 
for Planning (percentages) 
Scale Response 
Groups 1 
No 
partici­
pation 
2 
Limited 
partici­
pation 
3 
Continu­
ous 
advisor 
4 
Primeury 
Leader­
ship 
5 
Undecided 
Coordinating staff 5 16 73 4 
Governing board 
administration staff 2 7 50 39 2 
Lay board and 
commission members 4 21 43 30 2 
Campus administrative 
staff 2 13 57 29 
Faculty 11 36 38 11 5 
Legislators 14 46 23 7 9 
Private college 
administrators 20 40 38 4 5 
Out-of-state 
consultants 11 5 35 2 2 
Private citizens 25 57 14 2 2 
to be continuous advisors in the preparation for planning. Campus 
administrators were rated by 29% of the advisors in a primary leader­
ship role and 57% thought they should be continuous advisors. 
It is somewhat surprising that out-of-state consultants were 
rated as limited participants in the preparation for planning by 
51% of the advisors. Earlier in the literature review, it was suggested 
that consultants be utilized in the early stages of the planning process 
to share objective insights and experience and provide direction for 
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in-state planners. It is also interesting to note that 2% believed 
consultants should be leaders in the preparation to plan but that 35% 
supported them as advisors. 
Another surprising, yet not unreasonable, result is that 30% of 
the advisors indicated that lay board and Commission members should be 
leaders in the preparation for planning and another 43% thought of them 
as continuous advisors. It is surprising because one generally views 
professionals as making preparations and carrying out the work, while 
the lay boards and commission members later participate in endorsing and 
approving or disapproving of their work and recommendations. These data 
would suggest a rational theory that lay members should participate in 
directing their professional staffs in the beginning so that the end product 
will not be unfamiliar or unexpected to them. The remaining groups— 
faculty, legislators, private citizens, and private college administrators— 
were rated by the advisors as having secondary roles in the preparation 
for planning receiving 11%, 7%, 2%, and 4%, respectively, as primary 
leaders in the preparation for planning; and, a relatively large 
percentage of the advisors ranging from 49% to 82% rated these four 
groups as having limited or no participation in the preparation for 
planning. 
Problem solving 
The second planning process was problem solving which was defined as 
"the identification of relevant problems, and the consideration of 
alternative solutions for those problems." Table 8 shows how the advisors 
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Table 8. Ratings of participants in Process #2 - Problem Solving 
(percentages) 
Scale Response 
Group 
12 3 4 
No Limited Continu- Primary 
paxtici- partici- ous leader-
pation pation advisors ship 
Undecided 
Coordinating staff 
Governing board 
administrative 
staff 
22 
53 
67 
44 
Lay board and 
commission members 16 42 36 
Campus administra­
tive staff 
Faculty 
Legislators 
Out-of-state 
consultants 
11 
9 
36 
56 
54 
56 
51 
20 
30 
35 
13 
9 
Private college 
administrators 16 35 
Private citizens 15 66 
42 
15 
4 
2 
4 
4 
rated the participants in this process. While slightly lower than the 
preparation for planning process, state coordinating staff was rated by 
a large percentage of the advisors (67%) as the primary leader in the 
problem solving process. Governing board administrators and campus 
administrators received a slightly higher percentage of support as 
primary leaders in problem solving than in prepeuration for planning— 
44% and 35%, respectively. This stands to reason because much of the work 
of administrators, even unrelated to planning, is the resolution of 
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operational and organizational problems. The majority of the advisors, 
however, consistent with the first process viewed campus and governing 
board administrators as advisors in the problem solving process. 
It comes as an even greater surprise with less substantiation than in 
the first process that lay board and commission members were seen as pri­
mary leaders in the problem solving process by, 36% of the advisors and 
in a continuous advisory role by 42%. This is much the same level of 
participation as the advisors suggested for cairç>us and governing board 
administrators. This is interesting in light of the role usually 
describing lay board members as private citizens who have a strong 
interest in higher education and its progress, but whose expertise and 
professions are mostly in the corporate world which consumes the greatest 
amount of their interest and time (Gomberg and Atelsek, 1977, p. 16). 
The advisors' ratings of lay board and commission members in the re­
maining processes will be closely observed. 
Faculty meûibers were seen to have a larger role in problem solving 
than in preparation for planning. While only a slightly higher per­
centage {13% as conçared to 11% in the first process) saw faculty as 
primary leaders in problem solving, a much higher percentage (51% as 
compared to 35%) saw faculty as continuous advisors in problem solving. 
The expertise of faculty members could be a veiluable resource when 
identifying economic, sociological, and political, as well as environ­
mental and technological changes during the planning process. Faculty 
members can also be helpful in relating their observation of student 
chemges and conditions. 
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Out-of-state consultants, private college administrators, legislators, 
and private citizens were rated as having limited or no participation in 
the problem solving process. It must be mentioned again that out-of-
state consultants are likely to be of most use in the earlier stages of the 
planning process. The advisors' ratings may be cin indication that the 
planning process should be conducted with only very limited participa­
tion from out-of-state consultants. This is a reminder of the cautions 
given by Lyman Glenny concerning the use of out-of-state consultants. 
The use of consultants or consulting firms is generally followed 
by states that do not have adequate planning staffs and related 
resources or when political issues about the future of higher 
education have become so heated and the atmosphere so tense that 
an outside perspective seems needed. This approach has two major 
disadvantages. First, plans made by outsiders axe not readily 
accepted and subsequently implemented by professionauL persons in 
the state. Second, overdependence on outsiders erodes leader­
ship within the coordinating agency and the state. Each state 
needs a cadre of leaders who can effectively plan higher education 
matters (Glenny, et al., 1971, p. 33). 
In the case of private college administrators, it should be noticed 
that a slightly higher percentage of advisors considered them in an 
advisory role in problem solving than in preparation for planning (42% 
as conç)ared to 28%). 
Goal setting 
The third process, goal setting, was described as "the formulation 
of immediate aind long-range goals and objectives for higher education." 
The advisors'ratings of this process are shown in Table 9. Again, the 
state coordinating staff was viewed as the primêiry leaders by an over­
whelming majority (72%) of the advisors. The trend thus far gives 
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Table 9. Advisors ratings of participants in Process #3 - Goal 
Setting (percentages) 
Scale Response 
Group 1 
No 
partici­
pation 
2 
Limited 
partici­
pation 
3 
Continu­
ous 
advisors 
4 
Primary 
leader­
ship 
5 
Undeci( 
Coordinating 
staff 6 20 72 2 
Lay boeird and 
commission 
members 4 13 38 45 2 
Cançjus administra­
tive staff 2 7 49 42 
Governing board 
administrative 
staff 4 2 56 36 2 
Faculty 2 31 47 20 
Legislators 13 39 34 14 
Private college 
administrator 13 35 40 11 2 
Private citizens 11 66 15 7 2 
Out-of-state 
consultants 22 41 30 4 4 
support for state coordinating agencies being the appropriate organization 
to conduct long-range planning on a statewide basis. Campus administra­
tive staff were rated as primary leaders in the goal setting process 
by 42% of the advisors, and continuous advisors by 49%. The majority 
of the advisors (56%) indicated that governing board administrative 
staff should serve in an advisory capacity in the goal setting process. 
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while 36% indicated they should be primary leaders in this process. 
One of the major roles of state-level plzmners is to somehow coordinate 
the planning goals of the individual institutions and develop overaill 
statewide goals and objectives which are conçatible or at least reflect 
the same generauL direction that institutions are heading. Therefore, 
in actuality, caucus administrative staffs must play an active role 
in the early stages of goal setting. The governing board in this 
process may serve best as facilitators or advisors to campus administra­
tors. Ultimately, the responsibility belongs to the coordinating staff 
to organize cind prepare statewide goals and objectives. The difficult 
task for coordinating staff will be explored in the next process which 
follows goal setting. 
Lay board and commission members were indicated as primary leaders in 
goal setting by 45% of the advisors and as continuous advisors by 38% of 
the advisors. Only 17% of the advisors indicated that lay board and 
commission members should have limited or no participation in the goal 
setting process and 2% were undecided. This is further indication of 
the popularity of lay governance in higher education. This is somewhat 
encouraging considering the fact that lay governance in higher education 
is an American phenomenon which began with the American university. 
It has been suggested in the literature, however, that during the current 
time period organizations such as lay boards would be under attack from 
the general public. Among such speculators weis Richard Lyman, President 
of Stanford University: 
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It is inevitable that boards of trustees should nowadays be the 
targets of reformists and even abolistionist wrath. We live in 
tough times for institutions whose chief functions are preserva­
tion and conservation. Boards of trustees are by nature conserving 
institutions, or they are nothing. Hiey exist to conserve the 
colleges cind universities to their trust. In our time, it is 
inevitêible, given the massive dissatisfactions with things-as-
they-are that such conserving institutions should not only suffer 
from attacks from outside, but also from attacks of self-
questioning and self-doubt from inside (Richard Lyman, 1979, 
p. 3). 
It is thus far apparent that the advisors of this study support the 
active participation of lay board and commission members in the master 
planning process. In a paper last year, Keith Briscoe, a college 
president, wrote in a letter to his trustees: 
Lay trustees and board members have been asked to guarantee that 
the chief executive, faculty members, staff and students of higher 
education institutions are properly serving society in the most 
efficient way. To make sure, you must first of all ask the right 
questions. A trustee is legally responsible for institutions 
meeting its educational objectives. Even though an educational 
facility has the best available managers and educators, it is up 
to the governing board to keep a careful eye on progress in 
reaching intended goals. Therefore, you must ask some budget 
questions, ask questions on policy, about money management, about 
your president, about your legal responsibilities, about trend 
lines, and about the physical plant (Briscoe, 1979, p. 23). 
Thus, the major role of lay members of a governing board or coordinating 
commission may be as an active participant and advisor in the process 
whose leadership abilities must be present. 
Faculty were believed to play an advisory role by 46% of the 
advisors and a leadership role by 20% in goal setting. In a 1968 ACE 
study by Archie Dykes, it was found that faculty were most interested 
in participating in such decision-making activities as goal setting 
when the activities involved academic matters (Dykes, 1968, p. 6). 
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Private college administrators cind legislators were supported by 40% 
and 34% of the advisors, respectively, as continuous advisors in the goal 
setting process. However, private college administrators were rated to 
have limited or no participation by 48% of the advisors, and legislators 
by 52%. The majority of the advisors rated out-of-state consultants 
and private citizens as having limited or no pcirticipation in goal 
setting—63% and 77%, respectively. 
Prioritizing 
The fourth planning process is prioritizing which was defined as 
"establishing priorities for the distribution of funding, programs, aind 
facilities." This phase of the planning process follows goal setting and 
entails the difficult task of making decisions about which goals can be 
implemented through public support. The advisors' ratings are shown in 
Table 10. 
Again the state coordinating staff was rated by a majority of the 
advisors (57%) as primary leaders in this process. However, this majority 
is less than the previous three processes, emd for the first time in 
the processes some advisors, although only a small percentage (8%), thought 
state coordinating staff should have limited or no participation in the 
prioritizing process. Thirty percent thought coordinating staff should be 
continuous advisors and 5% were undecided. Even though a clear majority 
percentage of advisors supported state coordinating staff in prioritizing, 
the decline from the support in the earlier three processes may be an indi­
cation that the e:gertise of state coordinating staffs are recognized, but 
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Table 10. Advisors ratings of peirticipants in Process #4 - Prioritizing 
(percentages) 
Scale Response 
Group 
Coordinating staff 4 
Lay board and 
commission members 4 
Governing board 
administrative staff 4 
Campus administra­
tive staff 2 
Legislators 10 
Faculty 7 
Private college 
administrators 30 
Private citizens 23 
12 3 4 
No Limited Continu- Primary 
partici- partici- ous leader- Undecided 
pation pation advisor ship 
Out-of-state 
consultants 31 
9 
23 
39 
23 
48 
38 
30 
38 
45 
55 
41 
38 
36 
18 
22 
57 
45 
41 
32 
20 
13 
5 
5 
2 
5 
3 
5 
5 
the authority of making prioritizing decisions may be less certain. In 
1976, Elizabeth Johnson, an Oregon lay board member, expressed the view 
held by many that the responsibility of the coordinating staff is to 
advise—not to govern: 
Occupying as they do a middle no-man's land position between the 
agencies and bureaucracies of state government on one hand and 
powerful education institutions on the other, the chief job of 
coordinating agencies is to establish communication, cooperation, 
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confidence amd credibility with both. Their job is to recommend 
and advise—not govern. Not an easy or even, perhaps, adequately 
achievable set of assignments. Balance, at least, should be the 
goal (Johnson, 1976, p. 11). 
Lay board and commission members were rated to be in primary leader­
ship roles by 45% of the advisors and in an advisory capacity by 38%. 
They continue to be seen as important participants in the planning 
process. However, in the prioritizing process, lay board and commission 
members along with legislators make the ultimate decision about the 
distribution of programs, finances, and facilities. Legislators were 
viewed by the advisors as having a more active role in prioritizing than 
in the previous processes, and this may be justified by the fact that 
state legislatures allocate the funds for new programs, facilities, cind 
operating expenditures for public higher education. Twenty percent of 
the advisors declared legislators as primary leaders in the planning 
process, 41% rated them as continuous advisors. Still, a rather substantial 
percentage (33%) indicated that legislators should have limited or no 
participation in the prioritizing process. This is not to suggest that 
legislators should not make the appropriations, but that they should not 
during the planning process. 
Governing board administrators were also considered to play a more 
active role in the prioritizing process than in the previous processes. 
Governing board administrators were recommended as primary leaders by 
41% of the advisors and as continuous advisors by 45%. Campus administra­
tors were regarded by most respondents (55%) as continuous advisors and as 
primary leaders by 32%. Faculty were seen as primary leaders by 13% of 
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the advisors, and as continuous advisors by 38%. 
The other three categories of out-of-state consultants, private 
citizens, and private college administrators were considered to have 
limited or no participation in the prioritizing process by more than 
half the advisors. 
Editing 
The fifth planning process was editing which was defined as 
"critique of planning drafts with suggestions for improvements." This 
is an important planning process in which the literature suggests that all 
who are addressed in the plan should be involved. However, consistent 
with the previous processes state coordinating staff were considered the 
primary leaders by 67% of the advisors and as continuous advisors by 20% 
(Table II). Lay board and commission members were seen as primary 
leaders by 30% and as continuous advisors by 39%. 
Governing board and campus administrators were rated as primary 
leaders by 32% and 30%, respectively, and as continuous advisors by 48% 
and 50%, respectively. Governing board cind canpus administrators play a 
very important role in editing the planning document. For them this is 
an opportunity to see the results of the prioritizing process, and to see 
how their institutions are represented in the plan. This is also an 
opportunity for these administrators to negotiate changes in the plan 
before its final approval. Glenny explains that the participation of these 
administrators cannot be for purposes of window-dressing or superficial 
involvement. While all views and recommendations of those involved cannot 
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Table 11. Advisors' ratings of participants in Process #5 - Editing 
(percentages) 
Scale Response 
Group 
1 
No 
partici­
pation 
2 
Limited 
partici­
pation 
3 
Continu­
ous 
advisor 
4 
Primary 
leader­
ship 
5 
Undecided 
Coordinating 
staff 2 7 20 67 4 
Governing board 
Administrative 
staff 7 9 48 32 4 
Campus 
administrative 
staff 4 14 50 30 2 
Lay board and 
commission 9 18 39 30 4 
Faculty 7 50 23 18 2 
Out-of-state 
consultants 16 38 35 9 2 
Private college 
administrators 34 27 29 5 5 
Private citizens 34 50 11 4 2 
Legislators 27 44 23 2 2 
be included in a final plan, every person must feel that his contribu­
tions have been considered seriously and have been altered or omitted 
for sound planning reasons (Glenny et al-, 1971, p. 55). 
For the editing process, the advisors regarded the out-of-state 
consultants as having a more active role than in the previous four 
processes. Out-of-state consultants were recommended as primary 
leaders by 9% of the advisors and in an advisory role by 35%. Although 
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18% of the advisors viewed faculty in a leadership role, 57% thought they 
should have limited or no participation in the editing process. Legis­
lators, private citizens, and private college administrators were rated 
as having limited or no participation in the editing by a majority per­
centage of the advisors (71%, 84%, and 61%, respectively). 
Authorization 
The sixth process identified in the criteria evaluation was authori­
zation which was defined as "the approval of the plan by authorities who 
can affect implementation of the plan." The authorized body is commonly 
specified in the statutory authority. Most often,lay board and com­
mission members are designated as having the authority to approve a 
plan, thereby making it the official planning policy for a state system 
of higher education. And, so it is fitting that 71% of the advisors 
indicated support of lay board and commission members as the primary 
leaders in the authorization process (Table 12). Another 16% thought of 
lay board and commission members as continuous advisors while 9% said they 
should have limited or no participation in the planning process and 4% 
were undecided. 
Legislators were indicated as primary leaders in the authorization 
process by nearly half (48%) of the advisors and as continuous advisors 
by 14%. A rather large percentage (32%) indicated that legislators should 
have limited or no participation in the authorization process. Whether 
the planning is conducted by a governing board or a coordinating body, 
they most often have some responsibility to the legislature in providing 
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Table 12. Advisors' ratings of participants in Process #6 - Authorization 
(percentages) 
Scctle Response 
Group 
1 
No 
partici-
pation 
2 
Li mi ted 
partici-
pation 
Continu­
ous 
advisor 
4 
Primary 
leader-
ship 
Undecided 
Lay board and 
commission 
aembers 
Legislators 
2 
7 
7 
25 
16 
14 
71 
48 
4 
5 
Coordinating 
staff 8 34 42 
Governing boaurd 
administrative 
staff 39 39 
Campus 
administrative 
staff 18 
Faculty 35 
14 
32 
39 
25 
25 
4 
4 
4 
Private 
college 
administrators 48 16 27 
Out-of-s tate 
consultants 66 
Private citizens 48 
22 
16 
9 
27 
8 
2 
4 
7 
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information and advice through the plan to assist legislators in maiking 
laws. Even though the lay board and commission members are the legal 
authorizers of the plan, they were most often granted that authority 
by legislative statutes. 
Coordinating staff and governing board administrators were sug­
gested as primary leaders by 42% and 39% of the advisors respectively, 
and as continuous advisors by 34% and 39%, respectively. Both 
coordinating and governing board staffs have the responsibility of 
articulating their plans to lay board members who ultimately authorize 
the plan. Thus, they do have an important function in the authorization 
process. Campus administrators were seen as primary leaders by 25% and as 
advisors by 39%. They too must represent to lay board members their 
level of support for the plan. Their role is an important one to give 
the planning authority a feeling for the potential iiiç>act of the plan 
on their institutions. 
While faculty and private college administrators were only seen as 
leaders in the authorization process by 4% and 2% of the advisors, 
respectively, they were considered as advisors in this process by 25% 
and 34%, respectively. Faculty and private college administrators, 
private citizens and out-of-state consultants were indicated by a 
majority of the advisors ranging from 64% to 88% as having limited or 
no participation in the authorization process. 
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Activating 
The final planning process is to activate the authorized plan which 
should consume as much time until there is a new plan to serve as its 
replacement. Activating is simply defined in this study as "the 
implementation of the plan." Table 13 shows that an overwhelming 
majority of the advisors (87%) specified campus administrative staff as 
primary leaders in the activating process. This by fair exceeded all other 
groups and also represented the one process and group in which the advisors 
were most able to agree. Another 16% recommended campus administrators 
as continuous advisors while only 2% thought they should have limited 
participation. It is proper to consider campus administrators as the 
leaders in the activating process because this is where the planning poli­
cies and recommendations become operational, and most planners from 
both governing board and coordinating agencies would agree that no one 
is in a better position to handle the day-to-day operations of an 
institution than the people on the campus. 
Coordinating staff were considered primary leaders by 59% of the 
advisors and continuous advisors by 30%. Governing board administra­
tors were indicated by 52% as primary leaders and 36% as continuous 
advisors in the activating process. Both coordinating staff and governing 
board administrators are responsible to the lay bocird members and the 
legislature for seeing to it that the plan is implemented. Their instru­
ments for implementation are the budget, and program review processes 
plus whatever influence they have on state legislation. 
Lay board cind commission members were viewed as the primary leaders 
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Tabic 13. Advisors' ratings of participants in Process #7 - Activating 
(percentages) 
Group 
Scale Response 
12 3 4 
No Limited Continu- Primary 
partici- partici- ous leader-
pation pation advisors ship 
Undecided 
Campus 
administrative 
staff 16 32 
Coordinating 
staff 30 59 
Governing board 
administrative 
staff 36 52 
Lay board 
and commission 
members 9 
Legislators 30 
Faculty 7 
7 
25 
18 
43 
20 
59 
38 
20 
16 
4 
5 
2 
Private 
college 
administrators 45 16 23 11 
Out-of-state 
consultants 64 
Private citizens 55 
24 
38 
11 
4 
2 
4 
in the activating process by 38% of the advisors, and as continuous 
advisors by 43%. They too, like coordinating staffs and governing board 
administrators, can have their most influence on activating the plan 
through the budgeting eind program review process which they are authorized 
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to approve based on staff recommendations. However, ultimate responsi­
bility for the budget resides in the legislature. The legislature was 
rated by 20% of the advisors as primary leaders in the activation process 
and by 20% as continuous advisors. However, 55% viewed legislators as 
having limited or no participation in activating the plan. 
The majority of the advisors (57%J indicated that faculty should serve 
as continuous advisors in the activating process and 16% said that faculty 
should be primary leaders. Like caucus administrators, faculty cire very 
important in the activating process at the campus level. Such organisms 
as the faculty senate can be instrumental in matters of Ccurrying out 
programs which are recommended by the plan. 
Private college administrators, private citizens, and out-of-state 
consultants were rated by the majority of the advisors as having limited 
or no participation in the implementation of the plan. This was especially 
expected in the case of out-of-state consultants, who after completing 
their specified tasks, had no authority for, nor allegiance to implementing 
the plan. The same can be said for private college administrators who had 
no legal responsibility to activate the plan, and whose total involve­
ment in any planning process was voluntary. 
It is interesting, however, that the advisors did not have much 
support for public citizens participation in any of the plcuming process. 
This would suggest that either the lay board members and legislators are 
enough to represent the citizens participation, or that higher education 
plans should not be subjected to unconditional pluralism. 
Another way of looking at the process is to view the advisors overall 
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rating of each groups* participation in the planning process. A summary 
of each groups' role in the process is provided below. 
State-Level Coordinating Staff: The state-level coordinating 
staff was rated as primary leaders in developmental stages of the 
plain from prepeiration for planning through editing- They were 
rated as continuous advisors in the authorization of the 
plan, and halfway between continuous advisors and primary 
leaders in activating the plan. 
Higher Education Lay Board and Commission Members: These partici­
pants were continuous advisors in all of the processes except 
authorization. In the authorization of the plan, this group 
Wcis rated as the primary leaders. 
Ccunpus Administrative Staff: The campus administrative staff was 
rated as continuous advisors in the first six processes, but as 
the primary leaders in the seventh process activating the plan. 
They received the highest rating of all groups on activating 
the plan. 
Governing Board Administrative Staff: The governing board administra­
tive staff were rated as continuous advisors in all seven of the 
planning processes. They were rated nearly halfway between con­
tinuous advisors and primary leaders in the problem solving, 
prioritizing, and activating processes. 
Faculty : The faculty was rated very high above limited partici­
pants but just slightly below continuous advisors on the first 
five processes which are the developmental stages of the plan. 
Faculty were rated as limited participants in the authorization 
of the plan. They received their highest rating in the activation 
of the plan in which they were rated as continuous advisors. 
Legislators : Legislators were regarded as having halfway between 
limited participation and continuous advisory role in the first 
and third processes (preparation for planning and goal setting, 
respectively). They were rated as having limited participation in 
the problem solving, editing, and activating of the plan. And, 
they were rated as continuous advisors in both prioritizing and 
authorizing processes. 
Ill 
Private College Administrators: Private college administrators were 
rated as limited peirticipants in all the planning processes. They 
received their highest rating in the goal-setting process, half­
way between limited paurticipation and continuous advisors. 
Private Citizens: Private citizens were rated as limited partici­
pants in all of the pleinning processes. 
External Consultants : External consultants were seen as limited 
participants in all seven planning processes. They were rated 
halfway between limited participants and no participation in both 
the authorization and activating processes. 
Statistical analysis 
The analysis of variance test on the first planning process, "prepa­
ration to plan," pointed out a significant difference among the eight 
advisory group ratings of the participation of only one of the nine 
constituent groups. Table 14 shows the F ratios and probabilities 
associated with the first plainning process, preparation for planning. 
The advisors differed significantly in their rating of the partici­
pation of private college administrators in this process. The Duncan 
test indicated that the significant difference existed between legis­
lators and college presidents when compared to faculty and private 
administrators as shown in Figure 3. Recalling the previous chapter, 
there might be some uncertainty and disagreement about the participa­
tion by private college officials in the planning process. It is 
interesting to recognize that the mean scores in Figure 3 indicate 
that private college administrators thought that they should have 
between a continuous advisory and a primary leadership role in the 
first process. No other group supported private college administrators 
to that extent in this process. The role of private college administrators 
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Table 14. The F ratios and probabilities associated with the eight 
advisory group ratings of Process #1 - Preparation for 
Planning 
Group F P 
Coordinating staff 2.01 .07 
Governing board administrative staff .85 .56 
Lay board and commission members 1.57 .17 
Campus administrative staff 1.73 .12 
Faculty .69 .68 
Legislators 1.79 .11 
Private college administrators 2.62* .02 
Out-of-state consultants .81 .59 
Private citizens .53 .81 
* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
will be given further attention in reviewing the remaining six 
processes. 
In the second planning process (problem solving) as in the first 
process, the only F ratio which is significant relates to the participation 
by private college administrators. Table 15 shows the F ratios and F 
probabilities for the problem solving process. In the paired comparisons, 
again using Duncan's test, there were even more group differences judged 
to be significant but with the same general affect as the first process 
(see Figure 4). On this process, legislators who supported a low level of 
Mean College 
Rating Legislators Pres. 
1.8 Legislators 
2.0 College presidents 
2.0 Lay board & commission 
2.0 Public college admin. 
2.4 Out-of-state advisors 
2.5 Executive branch 
3.1 Faculty -* _* 
3.4 Private admin. -* * 
Public Out-of-
college state Executive Private 
1 = No participation 
2 = Limited participation 
3 = Continuous advisory participation 
4 = Primary leadership 
* 
Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level using Duncan's Multiple 
range test. 
Figure 3. Group mean comparisons on the ratings of private college administrators 
in planning process #1—Preparation for Planning 
Public Out-of-
Mean College Lay college state Executive Private 
Rating Legislators Près. Board admin. advisors branch Faculty admin. 
1.8 Legislators 
2.0 College presidents 
2.0 Lay board & commission 
2.2 Public college admin. 
2.5 Out-of-state advisors 
2.7 Executive branch 
2.9 Faculty -* 
3.5 Private admin. -* -* -* -* 
1 = No participation 
2 = Limited participation 
3 = Continuous advisory participation 
4 = Primary leadership 
* 
Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level using Duncan's Multiple 
Range Test. 
Figure 4. Group mean comparisons on the ratings of private college 
administrators in planning process #2—Problem Solving 
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Table 15. The F ratios and probabilities associated with the eight 
advisory group ratings of Process #2 - Problem solving 
Group F P 
Coordinating staff 1.70 .13 
Governing board administrative staff 1.21 .32 
Lay board and commission members 1.03 .43 
Campus administrative staff 1.45 .21 
Faculty H
 
W
 
O
 
.31 
Legislators .63 .73 
Out-of-state consultants 1.18 .33 
Private college administrators 2.43* .03 
Private citizens 1.70 .13 
* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
participation for private college administrators differed significantly 
from private college administrators. The group mean scores mainly indi­
cate that private college administrators are themselves desirous 
of a responsible role in the planning process. 
The analysis of variance for process number 3 indicates significant 
overall F ratios relative to four groups (Table 16). it can be expec­
ted that the most important element of planning, goal setting, may 
produce the greatest amount of controversy. Each of the four groups with 
a significant F will now be considered separately. 
For campus administrative staff, a significant overall F ratio of 
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Table 16. The F ratios and probabilities associated with the eight 
advisory groiç) ratings of Process #3 - Goal setting 
Group F P 
Coordinating staff 2.68 .02 
Lay board and commission .59 .76 
Campus administrative staff 3.11* .01 
Governing board administrative staff 1.21 .32 
Faculty 2.12 .05 
Legislators .23 .96 
Private college administrators 3.43* .00 
Private citizens .69 .67 
Out-of-state consultants 3.04* .01 
• 
Significant at the .05 level. 
3.11 was computed. Duncan's test showed that the major differences 
existed between the executive branch ratings with three other groups— 
public college administrators, college presidents, and lay board and 
commission members (see Figure 5). The executive branch rated the 
campus administrators as having a relatively low level of involvement 
in the goal-setting process, while the others rated them high. It is 
of special interest that all the lay board and commission members 
recommend that camprc administrators have a primary leadership role in 
this process. This may be related to lay boards' reliance upon their 
staffs for some leadership on issues in which they are experts. 
Out-of- Private Public 
Mean Executive state college college College Lay 
Rating branch Legislators advisors Admin. Faculty admin. près. board 
2.0 Executive branch 
3.0 Legislators 
3.0 Out-of-state adv. 
3.0 Private college admin. 
3.5 Faculty 
* 
3.5 Public admin. 
* 
3.6 College presidents 
* 
4.0 Lay board & commission 
* 
1 = No participation 
2 = Limited participation 
3 = Continuous advisory participation 
4 = Primary leadership 
Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level using Duncan's Multiple 
Range Test. 
Figure 5. Group mean comparison of advisors' ratings of campus administrative 
staff in planning process #3—Goal Setting 
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The rating of external consultants also produced a high significant 
F ratio (3.04). Duncan's test showed several groups significantly dif­
ferent as shown in Figure 6. Probably the most striking rating was that 
by the executive branch who firmly supported out-of-state consultants 
as primary leaders in goal setting. All the other groups considered out-
of-state consultants fianctioning in a relatively low role. 
Consistent with the first two planning processes, the advisors' ratings 
of private college administrators produced a significant overall F ratio 
of 3.43. Duncan's test indicated that the paired differences again existed 
between private college administrators (who rated themselves as deserving 
of a high level of participation) and four other groups of advisors— 
legislators, lay board and commission members, public college adminis­
trators, and college presidents (see Figure 7). A pattern can be 
noticed in which it is clear that legislators, lay board, and college 
presidents consistently rate private college administrators out of the 
planning process while private college administrators indicate a desire to 
actively participate. These three groups are most important in deciding 
who is heard in the planning process. 
Finally, in rating the goal-setting process, the advisors' ratings of 
the coordinating staff had a significant F ratio (2.68). An interesting 
factor may have caused the overall significance in the legislators' 
ratings. Duncan's test indicated that the legislators' ratings dif­
fered from all other groups of advisors. Although the legislators' ratings 
were not extremely low, they supported the coordinating staff as 
Public Out-of- Private 
Mean College college state Lay college Executive 
Rating près. Faculty admin. advisors Board Legislator» admin. branch 
1.5 College presidents 
2.0 Faculty 
2.0 Public college admin. 
2.6 Out-of-state adv. 
2.7 Lay board & comm. 
* 
2.8 Legislators 
* 
2.8 Private college admin. 
* A * 
4.0 Executive branch - -
1 = No participation 
2 = Limited participation 
3 = Continuous advisory participation 
4 = Primary leadership 
* 
Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level using Duncan's Multiple 
Range Test. 
Figure 6. Group mean comparisons of advisors ratings of external consultants 
in planning process #3—Goal Setting 
Public 
Mean Lay college 
Rating Legislators board admin. 
1.8 Legislators 
2.0 Lay board 
2.1 Public college admin. 
2.3 College presidents 
2.9 Out-of-state adv. 
2.9 Faculty 
3.0 Executive branch 
* * * * 
3.6 Private college admin. - -
1 = No participation 
2 = Limited participation 
3 = Continuous advisory participation 
4 = Primary leadership 
* 
Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level using Duncan's Multiple Range 
Test. 
Figure 7. Group mean comparisons of advisors' ratings of private college administrators 
in planning process #3—Goal Setting 
Out-of- Private 
College state Executive college 
près. advisors Faculty branch admin. 
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continuous advisors in goal setting, all the other groups tended to think 
of coordinators nore as primary leaders in the goal-setting process (see 
Figuré 8)'. It should also be noted that on the previous two processes, 
legislators rated coordinating staff as primary leaders. 
Only the advisors'ratings of one group, campus administrative staff, 
produced a significant F ratio (2.31) in the prioritizing process as 
shown in Table 17. The group mean scores indicated that the executive 
branch advisors thought that campus administrative staff should have 
limited participation in the prioritizing process. Duncan's Multiple 
Range Test indicated that the executive branch advisors differed signifi­
cantly from faculty, college presidents, and lay board and commission 
members ratings (see Figure 9)- While the latter three groups tended 
toward primary leadership for caucus administrators, the out-of-state 
advisors, legislators, and private college administrators recommended an 
advisory role for campus administrative staff. This is important to 
recognize because politicians often express the opinion that elected 
officials should make the ultimate decisions and set priorities in matters 
concerning state government. 
It should be pointed out that this is the first planning process in 
which there was no significant difference in the advisors' ratings of 
private college administrators' roles in a planning process. All eight 
groups of advisors, including private college administrators themselves, 
realized a low level of participation in the prioritizing process. 
The group mean scores ranged from a rating of 1.6 (between no participation 
Public Out-of- Private 
Mean Lay college College Executive state college 
Rating Legislators Faculty board admin. près. branch advisors admin. 
2.8 Legislators 
* 
3.5 Faculty 
* 
3.7 Lay board & commission 
* 
3.6 Public college admin. 
* 
3.9 College presidents 
* 
4.0 Executive branch 
•k 
4.0 Out-of-state advisors 
• 
4.0 Private college admin. 
1 = No participation 
2 = Limited participation 
3 = Continuous advisory participation 
4 = Primary leadership 
* 
Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level using Duncan's Multiple 
Range Test. 
Figure 8. Group mean comparisons of advisors' ratings of coordinating staff on 
planning process #3—Goal Setting 
Mean 
Rating 
2.0 Executive board 
2.9 Out-of-state advisors 
3.0 Legislators 
3.0 Private college admin. 
3.0 Public college admin. 
3.5 Faculty -* 
* 
3.6 College presidents 
* 
3.7 Lay board & commission 
1 = No participation 
2 = Limited participation 
3 = Continuous advisory participation 
4 = Primary leadership 
Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level using Duncan's Multiple 
Range Test. 
Figure 9. Group mean comparisons of advisors'ratings of campus administrative 
staff on planning process #4—Prioritizing 
Out-of- Private Public 
Executive state college college College Lay 
branch advisors Legislators admin. admin. Faculty près. board 
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Table 17. The F ratios cind probabilities associated with the eight 
advisory group ratings of Process #4 - Prioritizing 
Group F P 
Coordinating staff 1.09 .39 
Lay board amd commission members .62 .74 
Governing board administrative staff 1.50 .19 
Campi2s administrative staff 2.31* .04 
Legislators .73 .65 
Faculty 1.10 .38 
Private college administrators 1.22 .31 
Private citizens .40 .90 
Out-of-state consultants 1-61 .16 
* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
and limited participation) by lay board and commission members to 3.0 
(continuous advisory participation by the executive branch). 
For the fifth planning process, editing, there were no significant 
differences as shown by the relatively low F ratios in Table 18. The 
same applies on the sixth planning process, authorization, in which 
the analysis of variance test also presented no significant F ratios 
as shown in Table 19. 
According to the overall analysis of variance test on the seventh 
and final process, there were significant differences in the advisors 
ratings regarding both private college administrators and coordinating 
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Table 18. The F ratios and probabilities associated with the eight 
advisory group ratings of Process #5 - Editing 
Group F P 
Coordinating staff .31 .51 
Governing board administrative staff .97 .46 
Campus administrative staff .65 .71 
Lay board and commission members .99 .45 
Faculty .96 .47 
Out-of-state consultants 1.42 .22 
Private college administrators 1.19 .33 
Private citizens .94 .48 
Legislators 1.85 .10 
Table 19. The F ratios and probabilities associated with the eight 
advisory group ratings of Process #6 - Authorization 
Group F P 
Lay board and commission members 1.30 .27 
Legislators 1.22 .31 
Coordinating staff 1.77 .12 
Governing bocird administrative staff 1.51 .19 
Campus administrative staff .75 .63 
Faculty .70 .67 
Private college administrators .46 .86 
Out-of-state consultants 1.20 .32 
Private citizens .82 .57 
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staff participation in the activating process (see Table 20). Duncan's 
test of the advisory groups' ratings of private college administrators 
in this process indicated that the differences existed between legis­
lators when compared to out-of-state advisors; private college 
administrators ; and lay board members' ratings compared to private 
college administrators (Figure 10). while private college administra­
tors rated themselves between continuous advisors and primary leaders in 
the activation of the plan, most of the other advisory groups viewed 
them as having limited or no participation in this process. 
Table 20. The F ratios and probabilities associated with the eight 
advisory group ratings of Process #7 - Activating 
Group F P 
Campus administrative staff .87 .54 
Coordinating staff 2.57* .02 
Governing board administrative staff .58 .77 
Lay board and commission members 1.85 .10 
Legislators .45 .87 
Faculty .65 .71 
Private college administrators 2.51* .03 
Out-of-state consultants .44 .87 
Private citizens .51 .82 
* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Public Out-of- Private 
Mean Lay college College Executive state college 
Rating Legislators board admin. pres. Faculty branch adv. admin. 
1.0 Legislators 
1.3 Lay board & comm. 
1.8 Public college admin. 
2.1 College presidents 
2.1 Faculty 
2.5 Executive branch 
* 
2.9 Out-of-state adv. 
•k * 
3.4 Private college admin. 
1 = No participation 
2 = Limited participation 
3 = Continuous advisory 
4 = Primary leadership 
* 
Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level using Duncan's Multiple 
Range Test. 
Figure 10. Group mean comparisons of advisors' ratings of private college 
administrators participation in planning process #7 - Activating 
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For coordinating staff. Figure 11 shows that Duncan's test indicated 
that legislators differed significantly from all other groups. Legislators 
rated coordinators as having between limited participation and advisory 
participation, while all other groups leaned more toward a primary 
leadership role for coordinating staff. 
Before going on to the planning products, three important points need 
to be made concerning the advisors' ratings of the participants of the 
planning process. First, there is general support for state legislatures' 
decision to place the state planning function into a centralized agency 
such as a coordinating agency. Second, the private college and university 
sector appear desirous of a larger role in state level plainning activities, 
but without the broad support necessary to achieve an increased role. 
Third, the active role of lay boards is encouraged by all groups of 
advisors- This may be true more so now than in the past due to the 
active appearance of higher education in the political arena. Lay board 
members often have direct linkages to the key decision makers who also 
serve as support shields for the educational process. 
In light of the results of this evaluation, two elements must be 
explored further that will likely produce different results in different 
states. One is the role of private colleges and universities in state 
level publicly supported higher education affairs and the other is the 
involvement of faculty expertise in state level planning. 
Public Out-of- Private 
Mean college Lay state college College Executive 
Rating Legislators Faculty admin, board adv. admin. près. branch 
2.4 Legislators 
* 
3.4 Faculty 
* 
3.4 Public college admin. 
* 
3.7 Lay board 
* 
3.8 Out-of-state adv. -
* 
3.0 Private college admin. 
* 
3.9 College presidents 
* 
4.0 Executive branch 
1 = No participation 
2 = Limited participation 
3 = Continuous advisory participation 
4 = Primary leadership 
* 
Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level using Duncan's Multiple 
Range Test. 
Figure 11. Group mean comparisons of advisors'ratings of coordinating staff 
participation in planning process #7 - Activating 
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Products 
Fourteen criteria for the master planning product were identified 
in this study. Master planning product wets described to the advisors 
as "the document (the plan) which is published at the end of the planning 
process." The advisors were asked to rate the fourteen product components 
on the five point scale of importance, then rank-order from 1 to 14 
according to importance, and then to add any additional product components 
or comments. The advisors' ratings and rankings of the criteria are illustra­
ted in Tables 21 and 22. Three product components were considered to be 
more important than all the others. They were: funding priorities, educa­
tional goals and institutional mission and role statements. Each of these 
as well as the other product components will be discussed in the next few 
pages. 
Funding priorities 
Funding priorities were rated as the most important and ranked 
third most important of the planning product components. Funding priorities 
was defined as "to estimate the need for economic resources and to deter­
mine the priorities for funding in the future." Only two of the rating 
scale responses were used by the advisors for this criterion—82% rating 
it very important, and the remaining 18% rating it of average importance. 
Elizabeth Johnson in 1976 gave an indication of what is needed by 
planning constituents regarding funding priorities: 
What is clearly indicated and needed by both the government 
and legislature—and by institutions amd segments, too is a 
reliable source of standardized data and information applicable 
to the state, of unbiased analysis, comparable unit cost 
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Table 21. Advisors* ratings of master planning products (percentages) 
Scale Response 
Plcinning 1 2 3 4 5 
product No Little Avg. Very 
iiiçxar- impor- inçxsr- impor- Undecided 
tance tance tance tant 
Funding priorities 18 82 
Educational goals 2 5 18 71 
Adaptable to change 4 25 71 
Institutional mission 
and role 5 27 68 
Supportive trends 5 36 39 
Specific goals 
and time tables 5 36 59 
Authentic 
endorsement 5 39 53 
Explicit style 2 2 46 50 
Orderly structure 52 48 
Planning assumptions 5 54 41 
Complete information 11 54 32 
Social goals 11 59 30 
External and 
internal appearance 5 27 46 21 
Significant information 5 32 60 2 
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Table 22. Mean ranking of master planning products by the eight 
advisory groups 
Planning product Mean rank Relative rank 
Funding priorities 3.7 3 
Educational goals 1.9 1 
Adaptable to change 7.3 7 
Institutional mission & role 3.4 2 
Supportive trends 6.3 4 
Specific goals & time tables 7.9 8 
Authentic endorsement 9.4 12 
Explicit style 9-1 11 
Orderly structure 10.4 13 
Planning assumptions 7.1 6 
Conçîlete information 8.9 10 
Social goals 7.9 9 
External and internal appearance 13.5 14 
Significant information 6.5 4 
estimates, common definitions and accounting charts and recommenda­
tions that are based on a statewide perspective, the public's 
interest and ability to finance (Johnson, 1976, p. 11). 
One of the major reasons for establishing coordinating boards and 
agencies was to establish a systematic method for funding higher educa­
tion, rather than having individual institutions lobbying year round 
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for funds wondering how they will fare from one fiscal year to the next 
in appropriations from the legislature. Master planning can be used to 
remove some of the uncertainty and also provide some priorities and 
alternatives for discretionary (nonformula) funding for the duration of 
the plan. 
Educational goals 
Educational goals were ranked highest among the product components 
and rated second highest on the rating scale responses. Educational goals 
are defined as "providing standards of excellence for all levels of the 
higher education system." Seventy-one percent of the advisors rated 
educational goals as very importauit, while 18% rated it of average 
importance, 8% indicated it had little or no importance, and 4% were 
undecided. The support for educational goals is consistent with the 
earlier rating of goal setting as a master planning purpose, and sug­
gests that goal setting should emphasize educational goals. Goal 
setting is discussed further in Chapter V. 
Adaptable to cheinge 
Another criterion which was considered very important to a great 
majority of the advisors was that the master plan has the appearance of 
being adaptable to change. This criterion was defined as "the plan 
appears changeable if conditions warrant a change—does not appear as 
an iron-clad statement of mandates." This criterion was ranked seventh 
and rated very important by 71% of the advisors, and 25% rated it of 
average importance with only 4% rating it of little importance. The 
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support for adaptable to change reflects the spirit of which coordi­
nating agencies have been received- It hcis been the feau: of many higher 
education institutions that such agencies would attempt to control all 
public institutions usurping the on-campus autonomy. It was also feared^ 
as it was pointed out in previous chapters, that state higher education 
planners would attempt to implement their plans at all cost, being more 
concerned about achieving their goals them to responding to new 
developments which may be different from the planning goals. In other 
words, the coordinating agencies would have to at first establish 
credibility. One way to do that is to produce plans which can be 
viewed by legislators and others as the right plan. Flexibility in 
planning, however, should not be viewed as wishy-washy or inexactness, ctnd 
it is a necessary function of long-range plans. The fact that this cri­
terion was rated very inçjortant by a larger percentage of the advisors 
than some of the more substantive products is indicative of the sensitivity 
to flexibility by governing authorities toward local autonomy. 
Institutional mission and role 
Another very highly regarded criterion was the institutional 
mission and role which was defined as "to illustrate the role and 
mission of each institution and demonstrate how they differ and how they 
are similar. " The advisors ranked institutional role and mission as the 
second most iir^rtant product component, 68% considered it to be very 
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important, 27% rated it of average importance and only 5% indi­
cated it was of little importance. One common intent of most legis­
lative statutes creating planning agencies is that they are interested in 
state institutions having coordination and cooperation with one 
another so that there is not unnecessary, costly duplication- The first 
step in establishing a cooperative spirit is to determine the strengths 
of each institution and other characteristics which distinguish each 
from all the rest. The end result should be for institutions to rely 
upon one emother for certain programs and services of strength and for 
students to be able to identify state institutions which can best 
serve their interests. 
Significant information 
Significant information as a criterion of the planning product was 
defined as "to consist of information which affects decision-making at 
all levels in the higher education system." This includes information 
on students, staff, faculty, and finances that can normally be a part 
of management information systems commonly provided by institutional 
research departments, except on a statewide basis. Significant infor­
mation was ranked seventh and 61% of the advisors rated it very important, 
32% viewed it of average iiiç>ortance, 5% of little importance emd only 2% 
were undecided. 
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Supportive trends 
Supportive trends were another product criterion considered very 
important by the advisors. This criterion, which wais defined as "to 
illustrate the trends regarding student enrollment, program distribution, 
and funding of higher education institutions, which support planning goals 
and recommendation," was ranked fourth and rated very important by 59% 
of the advisors, and of average importance by 36%. Only 5% considered 
supportive trends as having little importaince. This is another part of 
planning in which planners must show their skill in identifying and 
analyzing relevant issues. 
Specific goals and time tables 
Receiving exactly the same ratings from the advisors as supportive 
trends was the criterion specific goals and timetables. This was defined 
as "to quantify the goals and tasks to be acconçlished with an established 
time frame, and assign responsibilities for implementing the plan." 
Although it received an overall ranking of 8, just as in supportive trends, 
59% of the advisors rated it very important, 36% thought it was of 
average importance and 5% considered it of little importance. This cri­
terion may be the one most important factor in encouraging people to 
inclement the plan by illustrating what has to be accomplished and when 
it has to be acconç)lished. 
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Authentic endorsement 
Authentic endorsement which was defined as "shows official initial 
authority for preparation, and approval of its content by a body that 
can affect implementation," was ranked twelfth; however,54% of the 
advisors rated it as being very important, 39% of average importance and 
of little importcince by 5% and the remaining 2% were undecided. 
Orderly structure 
Orderly structure which was defined ais the plan that "presents in­
formation in a logical and organized fashion," was recognized as very im­
portant by 52% of the advisors and the remaining 48% rated it of average 
inçortance. 
Explicit style 
Explicit style was defined as "written in a style and language that 
is easily understood by its intended audience," was considered very im­
portant by 50% of the advisors, of average importance by 46%, ;=r,H of little 
or no importance by 4%. All three of these criteria have to do with the 
structural design of the planning document. It is somewhat encouraging 
that the advisors regarded substantive criteria as having more importance 
than the structural criteria. 
Other product components 
Social goals, complete information, and planning assumptions were 
the only other criteria which were considered of average inçjortéince by 
the majority of the advisors. Social goals was defined as "the 
recognition of the impact of contemporary social problems on higher edu-
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cation, and indicating the adjustments which should be made as a result 
of such problems". Only 30% of the advisors viewed social goals as a very 
important product conçonent, while 59% indicated it was of average 
importance and 11% rated it of little inçortance. This suggests that 
the kind of goals required of master planning should be on educational 
standards rather than directing colleges and universities in relating 
to social problems. 
Complete information was defined as "includes complete information 
on subjects about which judgments or decisions are made in adopting 
the plan. " This criterion was ranked tenth and rated very inçortaint 
by 32% of the advisors, of average importance by 54%, of little 
importance by 11% and 4% were undecided. Because the plan is tentative, 
in that most of it is future oriented, it is not expected to provide all 
of the answers. However, it is the responsibility of planners to 
thoroughly analyze the issues and alternatives and provide as complete 
an examination as possible. Planning assumptions were defined as an 
"estimation of the social, economic, and political conditions of higher 
education system for the duration of the plan (five years)." Only 41% 
of the advisors viewed planning assumptions as very important, while 54% 
rated it of average importance, and 5% rated it as having little im­
portance. This criterion, like social goals and complete information, 
is probably more important for planners to use in making rational and 
calculated decisions and recommendations rather than just to show in 
the planning document. 
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Statistical analysis 
One-way analysis of variance was used for each of the planning 
products to test the eight groups' rating scale responses of the planning 
products. Table 23 shows the F ratios and probabilities for each ANOVA 
test. Only one planning product on the rating scale responses, funding 
priorities, produced an overall F ratio which is significant at -05 level. 
Figure 12 shows that Duncan's Multiple Range Test indicated that 
faculty members' ratings of funding priorities differed from both 
legislators and private college administrators. There were eleven 
faculty respondents, and all eleven rated funding priorities as very 
important (4 on the rating scale). The mean of the group ratings of 
legislators and private administrators was 3.4 (between average 
importance and very important). Of all 55 respondents, none rated 
funding priorities below 3—of average importance—which still indi­
cates that all the groups are pretty much in agreement on the im­
portance of funding priorities in planning. 
Kendall's W coefficient of concordance indicated a fairly high 
positive correlation of .52. The groups average rankings and their simi­
larities are shown in Appendix C on page 201. Using the chi-square test 
of significance at the .05 level, the ranked responses produced a computed 
2 
X value of 54, which exceeds the table value of 22.36. Therefore, it 
can be concluded that the hypothesis that there is agreement among the 
advisory groups' rankings of planning products is accepted. 
Before proceeding to planning outcomes, one final point should be made 
Table 23. The F ratios and probabilities associated with the eight advisory groups' 
ratings of planning product components 
Planning products F P 
RATING SCALE 
Funding priorities 3, 30* .01 
Educational goals 1.36 .25 
Adaptable to change .78 .63 
Institutional mission and role 1.57 .17 
Supportive trends 1.45 .21 
Specific goals and time tables .69 .68 
Authentic endorsement 1.04 .42 
Explicit style 1.44 .21 
Orderly structure .94 .49 
Planning assumptions .77 .62 
Complete information 1.63 .15 
Social goals 1.44 2.1 
External and internal appearance .53 .80 
Significant information 1.07 .10 
Private Lay Out-of- Public 
Mean college board state college College Executive 
Rating Legislators admin. & comm. adv. admin. près. branch Faculty 
3.40 Legislators 
3.40 Private college admin. 
3.67 Lay board & comm. 
3.78 Out-of-state adv. 
3.92 Public college admin. 
4.0 College presidents 
4.0 Executive branch 
* * 
4.0 Faculty 
1 = No importance 
2 = Of little importance 
3 = Of average importance 
4 = Very important 
* 
Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level using Duncan's Multiple 
Range Test. 
Figure 12. Group mean comparison of advisors' ratings of funding priorities 
as a planning product 
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concerning the hypothesis of this study regarding planning products. The 
results make it clear that while the advisors view all the products as 
being important, they clearly distinguish the criteria which is most 
important from the lesser important. The ANOVA test indicated, also, that 
there was little difference among the groups concerning the relative 
importance of the product criteria. 
Outcomes 
Master planning outcomes were defined in this study as "the effects 
in higher education and government which are caused by master planning." 
Thirteen planning outcomes were identified in the literature and subse­
quently rated and ranked by the advisors. The ratings by the advisors 
are illustrated in Table 24, and the rankings in Table 25. The 
rating scale responses and rankings will be discussed followed by the 
results of the statistical comparisons of the group responses. 
Established an agenda for action 
Consistent with the high ratings of goal setting in the purposes 
and products of master planning, goal setting was also considered the 
most important outcome of planning. As a master planning outcome, goal 
setting was defined as "to establish an agenda for action by setting 
goals and objectives for a state higher education system providing a clear 
pattern of developmental choices among programs." This outcome was ranked 
highest among the 13 outcomes and rated as very important by 80% of the 
advisors, while 16% rated it of average importance, only 2% saw it as of 
Table 24. Advisors'ratings of master plsmning outcomes (percentages) 
Scale Response 
Planning -j 5 3—4 T 
undecided imp. onç). imp. imp. 
Establishes an agenda for action 
by setting goals and objectives 2 16 80 2 
Enables administrators to make 
decisions using economic and 
enrollment forecasts 7 16 75 2 
Raises consciousness about social 
and economic problems about 
higher education 2 38 61 
Unites the public sector of 
higher education 2 7 34 57 
Integrates higher education 
with other sectors of society 2 9 36 54 
Improves and enables communication 
among top officials 2 4 41 52 2 
Encourages the public and 
professionals to view higher 
education as a system 4 9 41 46 
Helps create a more favorable 
attitude toward higher education 2 52 45 2 
Differentiates the functions for 
higher education institutions 13 45 43 
Encourages innovation and change 
in higher education 2 7 50 41 
Lessens tensions and conflicts 14 43 41 2 
Promotes opportunity for evaluation 4 16 43 34 4 
Provides renewal for planners 16 55 25 4 
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Table 25. Mean ranking of master plêinning outcomes by the eight 
advisory groups 
Planning 
outcome Meem rank Relative rank 
Establishes an agenda for action 
by setting goals and objectives 1.8 1 
Enables administrators to make 
decisions using economic eind 
enrollment forecasts 3.9 2 
Raises consciousness about social 
and economic problems about 
higher education 4.8 3 
Unites the public sector of 
higher education 5.6 4 
Integrates higher education 
with other sectors of society 5.9 5 
Inçjroves and enables communication 
among top officials 6.4 6 
Encourages the public and 
professionals to view higher 
education as a system 7.4 7 
Helps create a more favorable 
attitude toward higher education 7.7 8 
Differentiates the functions for 
higher education institutions 8.3 9 
Encourages innovation and change 
in higher education 8.4 10 
Lessens tensions and conflicts 10.6 12 
Promotes opportunity for evaluation 9.3 11 
Provides renewal for planners 11.3 13 
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litH^ i.m£K>rtancc, .in'l 2>. were undccidcd. This very clearly confirms 
that the primary role of master planning is to establish goals for the 
state system of higher education. 
Differentiates functions 
The outcome ranked second and rated very important by the second 
highest percentage of advisors was "the differentiation of function 
for higher education institutions by clearly defining the roles for each 
institution." This outcome was considered very important by 75% of the 
advisors, of average importance by 16%, of little iiiç>ortance by 7%, and 
2% were undecided. This outcome is similar to the planning product of 
"providing institutional mission and role," which was rated nearly the 
same by the advisors. 
Improves communication 
The outcome ranked third highest and rated third most important 
by the advisors related to master planning was a communication process 
defined as follows: "Improves and enhances communication among top 
officials on goals and issues in higher education." Here the planning 
process of establishing and communicating goals is viewed as an outcome 
because it is a continuous process. A large majority (61%) of the 
advisors rated this outcome very inçortant, 38% rated it of average 
importance, and only 2% rated it of little importance. 
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Creates a favorable attitude 
Another inçortant outcome of master planning is for the plem to give 
the image of proper and productive operation by higher education to its 
primary supporters. This outcome was described in the questionneûre as 
follows: "helps to create among legislators and state executive officers 
a more favorable attitude toward higher education." This outcome was 
ranked fourth,rated very inçortant by 57% of the advisors, of average im­
portance by 34%, of little importance by 7% and of no importance by 2%. 
This outcome indicates that higher education planners have the responsi­
bility of selling higher education to legislators and the governor so that 
these government officials will in turn be supportive of higher education. 
One legislative advisor, however, commented that "the plan should not be 
used as a lobbying tool." 
Enaibles a^imi nistrative decision-making 
The outcome defined as "enables higher education administrators to 
make decisions using economic and enrollment forecasts," was ranked sixth 
most inqportant and rated as very important by 57% of the advisors. Thirty-
six percent rated it as of average importeince, 9% of little importance and 
2% of no inçjortance. 
Unites public sector higher education 
Another outcome considered very important by the majority of the 
advisors was "unites the public sector of higher education by providing a 
clear understanding of different roles and creating a spirit of sharing 
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and cooperation." This outcome was ranked fifth and rated as very 
important by 52% of the advisors, of average importance by 41%, of 
little importance by 4%, and of no importance by only 2%. 
Other planning outcomes 
The seven remaining outcomes were rated as very important by less than 
half of the advisors (ranging from 25% to 45%). However, all were rated 
as of average importance or very important by a substantial majority of 
the advisors when combined. While this indicates overall support for all 
the outcomes, it is somewhat surprising that one of those seven outcomes 
was that planning should "encourage innovation and change in higher 
education institutions." One major finding in the literature was that 
long-range planning serves as an instrument of change or inçsrovement. 
Therefore, it would have been expected to be rated very important by a 
clear majority of the advisors. Consequently, it was ranked eighth and 
45% of the advisors viewed it as very inçxjrtant, 52% of average 
importance, 2% of little importance and 2% were undecided. One advisor 
vAio is a college president rated this outcome very important and com­
mented that "great care should be taken to make sure that planning does 
not do the opposite of encouraging innovation and change. Planning 
should enable institutions to greet the future not merely head on but 
in an important "avant garde" sense of the word. Planning should be more 
trend setting than reactive." 
Similarly, it is surprising that the outcome "encourages the public 
and professionals to view higher education as a system rather than as 
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individual isolated institutions," was not rated very important by the 
majority of the advisors, especially since this is one aim of most 
legislative statutes regarding equity in funding. However, it was 
ranked seventh in importance and 46% viewed systematizing as a very 
inçxjrtant outcome, 41% of average importance, 9% of little importance 
and 4% of no importance. 
Among the other five outcomes considered to be of lesser importance 
was that planning "raises consciousness about social eind economic problems 
concerning higher education that may otherwise have been overlooked." 
Although it was ranked ninth, the advisors ratings indicate that this 
outcome is fairly important in that 42% rated it as very important, 41% 
of average importance and the other 13% thought it had little importance. 
It was pointed out in Chapter III that planners should not be judged on 
the accuracy of their economic and social forecasts alone. So many 
factors contribute to this outcome that the most that can be expected 
is for planners to make logical projections with substantial supportive 
evidence. It is also necessary to have broad support in shaping this 
outcome. 
For the planning outcome "promotes opportunity for future evaluation 
of accomplishments by providing performance indicators, for goals and 
objectives," the advisors ranked it tenth and 41% rated it very 
inçortant, 50% of average importance, 7% of little iiiçxjrtance, and 2% of 
no importance. The rating of this outcome is interesting when considering 
the highest criterion throughout the evaluation has been goal setting. 
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The rating of this outcome indicates that it is more important to set 
goals than to set performance evaluation indicators for those goals. 
However, planners cannot ignore evaluation standards in planning, for 
this has much to do with goal setting in the future planning process. 
Another outcome which was considered of average importance by the 
advisors was "provides renewal and crystallizes the thinking of higher 
education officials who are involved in the process of planning or re­
viewing the plan." The advisors ranked this outcome twelfth and 47% 
rated it very important, 43% of average importance and 14% rated it of 
little importance and 2% were undecided. This is a natural outcome of 
master planning, and planners and administrators are forced to examine 
new issues and to reassess existing policies. 
For the planning outcome "lessens or eliminates unproductive tensions 
and conflicts among institutions," the advisors ranked it eleventh and 
only 34% of tlie advisors rated it as very important, 43% of average 
iz^rtance, 16% of little importance, 4% of no importance and 4% were 
undecided. This is consistent with the low rating of the related 
planning purpose "minimize con^tition. " One out-of-state advisor com­
mented that "some tension and competition is good." 
Finally, the outcome which was considered very impoirtant by the 
least number of advisors was "integrates higher education with other 
sectors of society by studying the effects those other sectors of society 
have on higher education." This outcome was ranked thirteenth, 
25% rated it very important, 55%.of average importance, and 16% of 
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little inportamce, auid 4% were undecided. However, as stated eaurlier 
in this chapter, planners have to be sensitive to the social demands 
on higher education, but it is definitely not the top priority in the 
planning process or outcome. 
All of the planning outcomes were rated very important or of average 
inçjortance by a majority of the advisors. This is an indication that 
all the outcomes should be given some attention by state level pleinners. 
Statistical analysis 
The analysis of variance test on the planning outcomes indicates 
a significant F ratio for two outcomes. Table 26 shows the F ratios 
for the thirteen plainning outcomes. The first outcome with a sig­
nificant F ratio at the .05 level was "encourages the public and pro­
fessionals to view higher education as a system rather than individual 
isolated institutions." Duncan's multiple range test indicated a 
significant difference between two groups: out-of-state advisors and 
public college administrators with a mean rating of 2.78 and 2.92, 
respectively, differed from lay board and commission members with a 
mean of 4.0 (see Figure 13). 
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Table 26. The F ratios and probabilities associated with the advisors' 
ratings of planning outcomes 
Ranking planning outcomes F P 
Establishes an agenda for action 
by setting goals and objectives 1.58 .16 
Differentiates the functions for 
higher education institutions 1.42 .22 
Improves and enhances - communication 
among top officials .69 .68 
Helps create a more favorable 
attitude toward higher education 1.78 .11 
Unites the public sector of 
higher education 2.54* .03 
Enables administrators to make 
decisions using economic and 
enrollment forecasts .517 .82 
Encourages the public and 
professionals to view higher 
education as a system 2.45* .03 
Encourages innovation and change 
in higher education 1.58 .16 
Raises consciousness about social 
and economic problems about 
higher education 1.27 .28 
Promotes opportunity for evaluation .59 .76 
Provides renewal for planners 1.88 .09 
Lessens tensions and conflicts 1.76 .12 
Integrates higher education 
with other sectors of society 1.13 .36 
* 
Significant difference at the .05 level. 
Mean 
Rating 
Out-of-
state 
adv. 
Public Private Lay 
college College college Executive board 
admin, pres. Legislators admin. Faculty branch s comm. 
2. 78 Out-of-state adv. 
2. 92 Public college admin. 
3. 38 College presidents 
3. 40 Legislators 
3. 40 Private college admin. 
3. 73 Faculty 
4. 00 Executive branch 
4. 00 Lay board & comm. 
1 = No importance 
2 = Of little Importance 
3 = Of average importance 
4 = Very important 
Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level using Duncan's Multiple 
Range Test. 
Figure 13. Group mean rating scores on Outcome #7—"Encourages the public and 
professionals to view higher education as a system rather than 
individual isolated institutions" 
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Legislators 3.0 
Faculty 3.1 
Private administrators 3.2 
Out-of-state advisors 3.2 
Lay board & commission 3.7 
Public college administrators 3.8 
College administrators 4.0 
Executive branch 4.0 
Figure 14. Group means for planning outcome #4 unites the 
public sector of higher education by providing a clear 
understanding of different roles and creating a spirit 
of sharing and cooperation 
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The analysis of variêuice test of the eight groups' ratings of 
another planning outcome produced an F ratio which was significant at 
the .05 level. This outcome was defined as "unites the public 
sector of higher education by providing a clear understanding of 
different roles and creating a spirit of sharing and cooperation." 
While the overall F ratio of 2.54 exceeds the table value of 2.21, 
the Duncan tests indicated that no two groups were significantly 
different in their rating of this outcome at the .05 level. 
As shown in Figure 14, the group means ranged from 3.0 (of average 
importcince) to 4.0 (very important). 
Using Kendall's W coefficient of concordance, a positive correla­
tion of .42 was found. The average rankings of each group and their 
similarities are shown on page 202 in Appendix C. When applying the chi-
square test of significance at the .05 level, the ranked responses 
2 produced a computed % value of .40 which exceeds the tabled value of 
22.04. Therefore, it can be concluded that the hypothesis that there 
was agreement among the advisors' rankings of planning outcomes, is 
accepted. 
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Summary 
In regard to the hypothesis that no differences exist among the 
eight groups' evaluations of the criteria, it must be concluded that 
there is an overall consensus on the criteria; therefore, the hypotheses 
that there is a consensus on the criteria should not be rejected. Out 
of the 100 ratings tested by analysis of variance, significant differences 
were found in only 13 (13%). Also, Kendall's W coefficient of con­
cordance indicates that there was a high degree of similarity in the 
eight groups' rankings of the criteria. 
Of the plamning purposes, there was a statistically significant dif­
ference found relative to only one criterion—issues identification. Some 
advisors rightfully expressed the opinion that the planning purpose goes 
beyond the identification of issues, and that issues identification was 
only a means to achieving the larger purpose. 
Much of the differences in the rating of the participants in the 
planning processes had to do with private college administrators. Private 
college administrators were desirous of a large role in all the planning 
processes with the exception of prioritizing and authorization, whereas 
such advisory groups as public college administrators, public college 
presidents, and legislators viewed them as having a limited role in the 
planning processes. There was broad agreement on the state coordinating 
staff providing the primary leadership in most of the planning processes. 
Like the planning purposes, the planning products produced very 
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little disagreement among the advisors- Only one product, funding 
priorities, had a significant F value. However, funding priorities was 
rated as the most important planning product and no advisor rated it 
anything other than very important or of average importance. It was also 
clear in the evaluation that the advisors considered the content oriented 
products such as funding priorities, goal setting, and institutional 
role and mission as being more importcint than the stylistic and 
structural features, such as external and internal appearance or orderly 
structure. One iitçxjrtant product component, about which the advisors were 
particularly expressive, was that the plan have the appearance of being 
adaptable to change. 
On the planning outcomes, the differences among the advisors were also 
minimal. One of the statistically significant differences concerned the 
question of whether planning causes public colleges to unite and become 
more systematized. The paired con^arisons on this criterion, however, 
indicated that no differences existed on the rating scale responses, 
and that, overall, this outcome was considered to be important. 
Another related outcome which produced some differences in responses 
was that pleinning causes the public and professionals to view higher 
education as a system rather than as individual isolated institutions. 
It is very interesting that all the lay board members viewed this outcome 
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as very important while public college administrators and the out-of-
state consultants saw this as having less importance among the outcomes. 
It could be that many state-level lay board members view their role ais 
to systematized, it is also understandable that public college administra­
tors may favor having a unique cind clearly distinguishable insti­
tution . 
Overall, the planning outcomes, like the other criteria, was viewed as 
very important by the advisors. The advisors* general overall support of 
the criteria further proves the earlier assertion that there can be a 
consensus reached on a well-defined comprehensive set of criteria for 
evaluation of state level long-range planning. The final chapter will 
discuss the application of the criteria in a formal evaluation of state 
level plans and provide an instrument for evaluation. 
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CHAPTER V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The two goals of this study have been accomplished. First, the iden­
tification of criteria for state level planning by reviewing the litera­
ture; and second, the validation of the criteria by an advisory group of 
planning constituents. This final chapter has four purposes: 1) to 
analyze the challenges for planners regarding the most important cri­
teria verified by the advisory group (goal setting, funding priorities, 
and institutional mission and scope); 2) to discuss the use of the 
evaluation of the planning process; 3) to re-ençhasize the importance of 
criteria evaluation; and 4) to recommend a method and instrument for 
evaluating existing state level plans. 
As stated in the previous chapter, the advisors considered all the 
criteria to be important enough to warrant the attention of planners during 
their preparation and evaluation of master planning. However, goal setting, 
funding, and institutional role and mission statements were the criteria 
that were most important to the advisors, in addition to being the criteria 
that received the most comments from the advisors in the evaluation. 
These were also the criteria which were mentioned most repeatedly in the 
literature. Each of these three criteria provide some special challenges 
to planners, therefore, each will now be discussed and their unique 
challenges explored. 
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Goal Setting 
It was noted in Chapter III that past peer evciluations found that a 
major fault of state level planners for higher education was in setting 
goals which were challenging and ambitious. This failure has been at­
tributed in part to the tendency of state planners to negotiate goals 
with all the state institutions which have different interests. The 
end results are statements of compromise. There is a need for planners 
to exert leadership and objectivity in goal setting in order to best 
serve the public. Goal setting in state level pleins has often been no 
more than a broad statement of policy, whereas institutional master 
plans more appropriately have been used to set goals which were 
operational statements on which the institution proposed to take 
action. State planners have tended to spend too much time on safe 
noncontroversial topics such as projecting enrollments, and anticipating 
labor market supply and demand. State planners have often avoided 
setting goals on admission standards and other important issues; instead 
they make statements about the need to do so and delegate the responsi­
bility to the institutions who may or may not carry them out. State 
plans would be much better if they contained goals about educational 
quality such as defining the role of faculty members or specifying 
curriculum requirements. However, the reluctance of state planners to 
set goals may be in order to avoid conflicts with institutions and 
other constituents of the plan. Therefore, too often abstract and bland 
statements serve as the planning goals which are, to a large extent, written 
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for public ccnsunçjtion, êind not for direct action. This is em indication 
that state plzmners need to exert leadership in establishing goals for 
the higher education system. This was also reflected by the criteria 
advisors who rated coordinating staff as primary leaders in the goal 
setting process. 
Goal setting provides the biggest challenge for state level planners, 
and the criteria advisors in this evaluation confirm this by rating it 
the most important purpose, product, and outcome. The advisors were also 
in agreement in recognizing that educational goals were more important 
than any other type goals but that some attention also has to be given 
to economic goal setting. The problems which planners are most likely to 
confront when taking a more aggressive approach to setting goals, will be in 
obtaining the cooperation of higher education officials and elected public 
officials in implementing the objectives necessary to reach the goals. 
It was found in the literature that higher education institutional leaders 
will continue to contest any perceived threat to autoncxny, especially if 
they perceive themselves as losers in the planning recommendations; public 
officials will contest planning goals which they view eis having negative 
impact on their home institutions even if it is clear that the planning 
goals are beneficial for the overall state system; and some public 
citizens will contest departures from tradition while others will contest 
the failure to change. Despite these obstacles, state level planners will 
be forced by their constituents to maike difficult decisions in the interest of 
being effective and providing the needed functions of planning. At the 
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same time some organized method has to be employed by state planners so 
that participants can be included and still come up with meaningful non-
negotiated goals. 
There is still a need for further study on the subject of goal 
setting. A different approach may be necessary for each state because 
of its unique history and its unique organizational patterns for 
postsecondary education. Ihe following six recommendations are based on 
this study and other pertinent reports and appear to be essential 
considerations for planners involved in goal setting: 
1. Goals should be baised upon sound information about the past. 
State level planners aire responsible for knowing the history 
of higher education in their state and of past trends con­
cerning enrollment, personnel, funding, curricula, reseeurch 
and public service. 
2. Goals should be future oriented with a focus on building 
upon current strengths and eliminating weaknesses. Planners 
must distinguish the difference between policy statements 
and goals. For example, mciny states that have open admissions 
policies also have state plains which list the maintenance of 
free access and open admission as a planning goal when it is 
actually a policy statement. A goal on the same subject would 
recognize that there is an open admissions policy but would 
go further by illustrating how standards should be raised 
as well as the qualifications of student applicants. 
3. Goals should represent a set of value commitments on the 
part of the planning authority. Planners must have the 
courage to confront the planning issues head-on with the 
objectives of making rational decisions concerning the future 
direction of the higher education system. This most often 
means that planners have to make decisions on issues about 
which there are contrasting views, but yielding to extreme 
compromises may result in mediocrity. 
4. Goals should be accompanied by a sequential plan for imple­
mentation and a channel for receiving continuous constructive 
feedback and evaluation during implementation. In addition 
to envisioning a goal, planners must demonstrate some leadership 
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by illustrating alternatives and suggestions for how to get 
there from here. This also allows planners to know if they are 
within the limits of their plainning authority. 
5. Goals should be challenging but tangible. Plamners should be 
imaginative, but must be careful not to set goals for which 
there are no resources available for implementation. 
6. Goals should be set by the planning authority providing 
leadership with all other participants serving as advisors. 
Planners have the difficult task of determining how to in­
volve broad participation in the planning process and 
especially in goal setting. However, what must be avoided is 
the negotiation of goals. 
Funding 
Another criterion of special interest to the criteria advisors as 
evidenced by a large number of comments was funding priorities. Several 
advisors commented that plans should illustrate clearly the programs and 
operations to be of high priority for receiving funds during the length 
of the plan. It was pointed out in Chapter II, that in addition to 
planning and academic program review, funding is emother major function of 
state coordinating and governing boards. The major role of these boards 
is to find equitable means for allocating funds to higher education insti­
tutions. Therefore, the desire of the planning constituents to have 
funding plans is justified. However, planners face some difficult 
challenges in this regard as well. 
First of all, most states utilize formulas for annual allocations 
of operating funds. Therefore, any projections of future funding levels 
will be based upon other variables such as enrollment and credit hours 
produced. To indicate accurately the operating funds to be appropriated 
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will depend upon how accurate the projections of other associated vari­
ables are. A second difficulty is that in any state, funding for higher 
education or any other government function, has the involvement of 
elected officials in the legislative cind executive branch. Commitments 
for funding can only rightfully be made by these officials. And, still 
another difficulty is that funding to higher education in amy given year 
will depend to a large degree on how well the state is doing fiscally. It 
has been difficult over the past few years to measure this from year 
to year. 
Those matters for which planners do not have control, however, should 
not prohibit planners from fulfilling the planning requirement of es­
tablishing priorities for needed programs, capital outlay needs, and 
research. In fact, it was pointed out in Chapter III that successful 
planners can affect political decisions by providing more complete and 
persuasive information and data on future needs. State planners also 
have the opportunity to build credibility with public elected officials 
who will have direct impact on decision-making. 
The criteria évalua tor's interest may be interpreted as a request for 
strong representation by planners of the funding needs of higher educa­
tion and active defense of higher education and its fiscal needs. In 
this sense, state planners are seen as protectors and promoters of 
higher education institutions in the budgetary process. 
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Role and Mission 
Role and mission statements were other major criteria for state 
level planning that the advisors considered very inçiortant. The cri­
teria advisors showed interest in the related outcome of differentiating 
functions of higher education institutions by role and mission statements. 
It was confirmed by the criteria advisors, that this is an essential re­
quirement of state plans. The most compelling arguments for role and 
mission statements are that they are the means by which institutions can 
identify areas of common interest so that they can share resources and 
coordinate into an integrated system. It is important for plans to 
clearly differentiate functions among types of institutions. 
Role and mission statements, however, may also present some prob­
lems for plamners. Among them are the following: 1) role and mission 
statements too often appear to show aspirations of every state institu­
tion to become like the large state comprehensive university; 2) role 
and mission statements may be contrary to the institution's faculty, staff, 
and administrators' views which can cause some frustration to the insti­
tution; 3) because state-supported institutions sire part of a system, the 
incentive and rewards are often systematic and do not often enough en­
courage uniqueness and difference; and 4) the spirit among institutions 
is often one of competition rather than coordination and cooperation. 
It is the role of the state-level planner to illustrate and 
complement the different functions of each college and university with 
regard to its program offerings, environmental setting, instruction, public 
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service, and research- There must also be incentives provided which en­
courage institutions to en^hasize their unique strengths. There is some 
question as to what the contents of role and scope statement should 
be, how they should be organized,and whether it should be the role of 
state planners to develop these statements, or should it be the responsi­
bility of institutional officials. These questions will have to continue 
to be studied by state planners. 
The challenges associated with the above three criteria are by no 
means the only ones. However, they do represent the challenges which are 
deserving of priority attention of state planners who desire to improve 
the effectiveness of planning. 
Planning Process 
Another major part of the evaluation was to identify the role and 
amount of participation the planning constituent groups should have in 
the planning process. The planning process was clearly defined in 
the literature and the experts in long-range planning were in agree­
ment about the necessary steps to be taken in developing a plan. Many 
were also in agreement that the process was as impoxrtant if not more 
important than any other aspect of planning. What was not appeirent in the 
literature was who should participate in the planning process and the role 
the pcirticipants should play. The Literature Review illustrated how many 
of the authors made general statements which in essence said that there should 
be broad participation in order to get support of the plan to assure its 
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implementation. It was also illustrated earlier in this chapter how 
inçroper use of participants can be detrimental to master planning 
resulting in watered-down planning recommendations. 
The problem of participation is compounded when considering the fact 
that newly created state coordination and governing boards aire responsible 
for planning for more long-standing traditional institutions which have 
often been opposed to centrailized planning and other governing authori­
ties. Therefore, because there was more uncertainty about the pairtici-
pants in the process rather than the process itself, it was more useful 
to determine how the constituents should get involved in the process-
The analysis of the advisors' ratings as in the other parts of the evalua­
tion indicated that in most cases there were no significant differences 
among the advisory groups'ratings of the participamts. There were, how­
ever, some differences among the advisors'ratings of private college 
administrators as participants in the planning process. In generaJ., it 
was found that private college officials desired an active continuous 
role in the process, while all other groups of advisors viewed them as 
having little or no participation in state-level planning. This will 
vary from state to state and will depend largely upon how much public 
financial support is provided to the private institutions. There may 
be some reluctance to include private college administrators in public 
activities for which they have no legal responsibility nor commitment to 
implement. 
The most interesting result of this evaluation was that it provided 
a clear distinction of who the leaders are in each stage of the planning 
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process. The state coordinating staff was viewed as the primary leader in 
the early developmental stages of the plan; lay boaurd and commission 
members as the leaders in authorizing the plan; and college faculty and 
administrators as the leaders in implementing the plan. The process 
evaluation also indicated that many perceptions of lay board and com­
mission members as participants in public approval and not process 
cire not broadly supported. Lay board and commission members were seen 
as active participants throughout the planning process. Finally, the 
advisors indicated a minor role for out-of-state consultants in the 
planning process. This indicates that a caution should be given to state 
planners about the over reliance upon outsiders who have no aJ.legiance to 
seeing that the plan is implemented. 
The method used in the process evaluation can be very useful to 
state planners in determining how best to apply their human resources in 
developing a master plan. Not only does it indicate how much participation 
there should be in the planning process, it also shows at what stages 
the constituents can be most helpful. This is consistent with the im­
portance attached to criteria evaluation throughout this study, and will 
be briefly re-examined. 
Criteria Evaluation 
The need for developing criteria for evaluating state planning is 
supported by the fact that the only current means for planners to assess 
the success of their plans is through peer review or by comparison of ones 
171 
own state plain with those of other states- It was shown in Chapter I that 
the first method hais limited advantages and is not often utilized, and the 
latter method may suffice for structural and stylistic evaluation, but 
each state's historical developmental uniquenesses prohibit the compari­
son of substance. Thus, the development of criteria is a necessary 
first step. 
While it has been recommended in this study to apply the theory of 
pluralism in determining the criteria for planning and evaluation, other 
options do exist. One option is singly to utilize the legislative 
statutes and allow eventual legislative judgment to serve as the cri­
teria. This approach for the planning agency has the advantage of ful­
filling the immediate requirement of being responsive to the government 
branch that created it. It also means that the principal purpose of 
plêinning would be to advise lawmakers in their decision-making, using the 
master plan as the guiding light. The liabilities of this approach far 
outweigh the benefits. First of all, because of the tmmover in state 
legislatures due to retirements, resignations, and elections, the primary 
legislative developers of the criteria and supporters of the plamning 
agency are not to be in office permanently. Therefore, the criteria may 
be temporarily effective for as long as its developers are in office. 
Second, this approach runs the risk of isolating and alienating other 
planning constituents, namely, the executive branch, and college and uni­
versity officials. And third, legislative statutes are most often for 
the purpose of establishing a principal expectation and providing the 
necessary machinery to fulfill that expectation. It does not, nor should 
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it, dictate the methods and professional standards for Ccirryinq out the 
mission. 
Another approach to establishing criteria is for higher education 
officials to collectively develop it themselves. This approach has the 
benefit of allowing the experts to determine what the plan should con­
tain. It also has the benefit of having the appearance of protecting 
institutional authority and autonomy. The major liability of this approach 
is that it closely resembles voluntary coordinating activities of the 
20th century. It was revealed in Chapter II that voluntary attempts at 
coordination failed due to the competitiveness of higher education 
institutions during the early and middle decades of this century. 
The method of establishing criteria prescribed in this study appears 
to contain the benefits of the other approaches minus the liabilities. 
The use of all the constituent groups in the criteria evaluation allows 
the planner to identify any unique needs to any group and also to de­
termine the similarities in their planning needs. It avoids alienating 
any group while serving all. This form of criteria evaluation ailso 
serves to identify changing requirements of planning as well. For example, 
the in^tus of planning was the rapid expansion of higher education for 
which planned growth was essential. Today, the issues cire no longer 
expansion, but retrenchment. The changed condition does not eliminate the 
need for planning but does alter its emphasis. Instead of planning 
public access, the new emphasis may be on providing better quality, and 
planners must align themselves with the planning needs. 
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Three major concluding recommendations for criteria development 
are: 
1. Criteria for evaluation should consist of the following: 
an examination of the specific planning purposes; a deter­
mination of the parts of the planning process and the 
participants in each process; an examination of the 
product components of the plan; eind an examination of 
the desired outcomes of the plan. 
2. Any development of criteria for planning and evaluation 
should view input from the planning constituency as 
essential. 
3. Criteria evaluation should be cyclical so as to identify 
changes in the emphasis of planning criteria. 
Evaluating State Level Plans 
The major reason for developing and validating the criteria in this 
study was for application in an actual evaluation of state higher edu­
cation planning in Tennessee. An evaluation instrument which contains the 
criteria is illustrated in Appendix D. The evaluation of master planning 
focuses upon the purposes, process, product, and outcomes of long-range 
state level planning for higher education. 
Evaluations of state level plans should be both formative and summa-
tive. The evaluation should be concerned with the performance outcomes 
of the previous plan, but also with helping the developer of the future 
plan to make improvements. The primary goals of master planning evalua­
tion are first, to determine the strengths and limitations of the plan; 
second, to distinguish between the planning goals that have been 
accomplished from those that have not; and third, to get feedback about 
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the past pleui in order to inçrove future plans. In terms of the criteria 
validated in this study by the advisors eind applied to the evaluation 
questionnaire in Appendix D, the goals of the evaluation are: 
1. To determine the extent to which the master planning 
purposes have been served. 
2. To determine the strengths and limitations of the contents 
of the planning document. 
3. To determine if the planning goals have been accomplished 
emd what other outcomes have been attciined. 
4. To determine if constituency groups were given adequate 
participation in the planning process-
Master planning evaluations should apply the principal of pluralism 
similar to that used in validating the criteria in this study. Much is 
to be learned by planners through an open form of evaluation, and it 
allows the constituents of the plan to be formally involved in the process. 
The primary impetus for this study was to provide a method for formal eval­
uation in order to remove some uncertainty of state planners concerning the 
function of state planning in higher education, dhe findings of this study 
indicate that the planning constituency is not in great disagreement about 
its expectations of state level plans. Continuous evaluation of planning 
is essential to continue to respond to public need; to respond to changing 
conditions; and above all to improve the overall function of master 
planning. 
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Commîoion I89 
Higher 
WAYNE BROWN 
Eacstm thrcdsr 
GLENN RAINEY 
OHnun 
JOSEPH H. DAVENPORT, jk 
SARAH ELIZABETH HAWKINS ~ 
JOE LANCASTER 
LAWnr 0. WRY 
WALTER LEE PRICE 
J. BRAD REED 
MOBERT SCALES 
June 10, 1980 
Dear Dr. Devitis: 
The^ennessee Higher Education Commission la in the process of developing 
an instrument for evaluating the purposes, processes, products, and outcomes 
of master planning. Such an evaluation vlU lead to Improvements in future 
planning for higher education In our atate. 
The criteria for the evaluation have been developed by the TEEC staff and 
are listed on the enclosed materials with instructions provided at the top 
of each section. The Instructions for purposes, products, and outcomes generally 
request that you rate the criteria using the scales provided, then rank order 
the criteria, and finally recormend additional criteria. For master planning 
processes, the Instructions request that you indicate the extent to which 
various groups should be involved in the planning processes. 
You have been selected by our staff as one of seventy advisors to rate the 
criteria becaose of your knowledge and/or participation in planning and 
related activities. Your immediate role is not to evaluate the current 
Tennessee Master Plan, but rather to rate the criteria. Your rating of the 
criteria will be combined with the ratings of the other advisors to serve 
as standards in the subsequent evaluation. 
Following the advisory group ratings of the criteria, a questionnaire will 
be mailed to a larger group, to evaluate the 1979 Tennessee Master Plan, and 
all in^state advisors will be Included. 
Please use the enclosed envelope to return your rating sheets to our office 
on or before June 15. \ 
Sincerely, 
Wayne Brown ' 
Executive Director 
GWB:MN:ag 
Enclosures 
5Q1 UNION BUILDING • SUITE 300 • NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37219 • (615) 741-3605 
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PURPŒES FOR STATE-LEVEL POSTSEOIIM MASTER PIMHMG 
A. The following is a list of general purposes or reasons for state-level master 
planning for postsecondary education* Please indicate the relative importance 
of each purpose in the following ways: 
». 
1. Circle the number on the scale to the right of each purpose 
statement which indicates the importance you believe the 
purpose has in stite-level master planning. (1) No Importance 
(2) Of Little Importance (3) Of Average Importance 
(4) Very Important (5) Undecided. 
2. Using the space provided below each statement, rank order the 
purposes from 1-10 with 1 being the most iiqiortant purpose and 
10 being the least important for state-level master planning. 
3. Add additional purposes for state-level master planning vj 
which are not included in the ten statements. ^ 
fi-
.1 
«I 
» I !t^ / Master Planning Purposes * / 
1. Goal Setting. To establish an agenda for action by setting 1 ! 
goals and. objectives for higher education and a clear pattern 
for pursuing those goals and objectives. 
2. Issues Identification. To prepare higher education Institutions 1 2 
to respond to the social and technological needs of the future 
by identifying issues. 
3. Responsiveness. To develop strategies for adjusting to 
enrollment growth and declines as well as economic growth 
line. 
1 2 
Master Plannlns Purposes 
1. Goal Setting. To establish an agenda for action by setting 
goals and, objectives for higher education and a clear pattern 
for pursuing those goals and objectives. 
2, Issues Identification. To prepare higher education Institutions 
to respond to the social and technological needs of the future 
by identifying issues. 
3. Responsiveness. To develop strategies for adjusting to 
enrollment growth and declines as well as economic growth 
and decline. 
_______ 
4. Coordination. To establish principles of equity in funding 
and program distribution by providing a clear understanding 
of different rotes for higher education institutions. 
5. Effectiveness. To develop a system of colleges and 
universities with emphasis on providing high quality 
higher education. , 
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Efficiency. To organize public resources so that they 
can be used in the laost cost efficient manner. 
Trend Analysis. To record and examine social, 
economic, political and educational trends and 
accomplishments and to raise the public 
consciousness of their future effect on higher 
education. 
. Accessibility. To insure that higher education 
programs and services are accessible and 
avallablle to citizens who desire to participate. 
I. Accountability. To provide for increased 
accountability of higher education to 
government officials and the general public. 
). Minimize Competition. To eliminate unproductive 
tensions and conflicts among institutions by 
creating a spirit of sharing and cooperation. 
-r accompiisnmen 
consciousness of their future effect on higher 
education. 
. Accessibility. To Insure fhiit higher education 1 2 3 4 5 
programs and services are accessible and 
availablle to citizens who desire to participate. 
•. Accountability. To provide for increased 12 3 4 5 
accountability of higher education to 
government officials and the general public. 
). Minimize Competition. To eliminate unproductive 12 3 4 5 
tensions and conflicts amon# institutions by 
creating a spirit of sharing and cooperation. 
Additional Purposes: 
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PROCESSES CF STATE-LEVEL POSTSECdW MASTER PWNNKG 
• -
B. The state-level master planning processes are the steps or procedures taken 
by planners to develop a planning document. The following is a list of 7 major 
processes of postsecondary mnster planning and various groups of persons who nay 
be participants in each process. Please indicate the degree of involvement you 
think each group should have in each of the 7 processes by plaoing an x in one 
box beside each group for each process. (Each grid should have 9 x*8 for 
completion). 
1. Preparation for Planning. Develop strategies for planning, including 
establishing timeframes, determining the information needed by planners, 
and the tosks to be accomplished during the planning process. 
LlBittd 
rartlelpatlon Onntlnuou* 
No (Ont Tlx) AdviRory PrlMi-y 
Fartlctpatloo (rubllc rorua) rirtlctratloo iMdarthlp OndtclOid 
(1) OH^ua Atelftlatratlva lulf 
(I) ^ittoal CoDaulUDta 
O) faculty 
(4) OO««TII1B( Board Adslalatratlva luff 
<S) Nlghar Education Lay Board t Coaalatlon Maabara 
<•) taglalatora 
(7) Prlvata Cltltaaa 
(•) rrtvata Oollait Wmimlatr#tora 
(t) Itata Ural CoordImatim* ftaff 
2. Problem Solving. Identification of relevant problems, and the consideration of 
alternative solutions for those problems. 
limited 
Participation Onnttnunuii 
Ho (Ont TIM) AdvUnty frtaary 
Participation (Public Porua) Participation LaadttaMp UndrcliUd 
(1) Caapua AWolatratlYa Itaff 
(1) Imtraal Coaaultaota 
(S) Faculty 
<t) UtUUtori _^p. 
(7) rrlvatt Cltittni 
<•) rclvmt* OelU|t ttelaiitrator* 
($) lut* L«v*l OeoNUwtIm* tuff 
2, Problem Solvlng# Identification of relevant problems, and the consideration of 
alternative solutions for those problems. 
Lialctd 
Fartlclpit'oo CnntinunuH 
No (Ont Tl##) AdvtNorv ffimary 
rarclclpttlon (Public Foria) Fartlclpatlon Laadtrahtp Un4rel<t<d 
(1) Caafua AWolatratlv# iufl 
(*) Ixianal CcMulunti __________ • 
O) Faculty , ——— — ——— • 
<*) Oovarnlat »oard &Waiatf#tlv* Itad 
(5) Miihar Uucatioa Lay Board & CoaalaaloD Haatara 
(4) Lailtlatora — 
(î) rrtvau Clttiaoa 
(•) Frlvata Col lag# Admlalatratota * _______ ___— 
(f) liât* Uval CoofdlDatlDi Itaff — 
;• t  
I 
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• » 
3. Goal Setting. Formulation of ixaaediate and long-range goals and objectives for 
higher education. 
LUltH 
rartUlpatloa OastlMou* 
Ito ((tat Mm#) MvtMry frlMry 
rxtUtpattoo (rubUe fenm) PattlclMtton U*«irtMp tMtcU«) 
(1) C#mpu* AAaloUtrattv* fuft 
(1) f«t«cul Cooauluats 
()) Faculty 
(4) Owermiog |o«rd iidalivlatratt*! ttaff 
(5) #lgh*T tdueatlOD Wy Board * CboBlialoD Nrnètra 
<i) UiitUtora 
(7) Prtvatt CltlitD* 
(•) frlvat* Coll»|a /Uelnlatratere 
(9) tuta Laval OaordlaattM tutf 
A. Prioritizing» Establishing priorities for the distribution of funding, programs, 
and facilities. 
Limited 
Fartlcipatlon Onntlnunui 
Ho (Oct TIm) AdvUnry Frimary 
Faitlelpattoo (Public Foria) Fartlcfpatlon Laaditihip UodaclJcd 
(1) Caaçut Ad»lnlttratlv» Itaff ______ • ——— • 
(2) filtinal CoDiultanta _________ ________ . ______ ——— 
()) Faculty -
(*) Govatolni Board Ad»lnlittattvt Staff —— 
(S) Hlthtr Education Lay »oard 4 Coamlaalon Ntabira 
(é) U|l«latora 
(7) Frlvatt Cltlittia _________ _______— — ——— ——— 
Prioritizing, Establishing priorities for the distribution of funding, programs, 
and facilities. 
LlKlUd 
Participation Onntlnunui 
No ((kit TIM) Advlanry frlMry 
Participation (Public Poria) Participation Laadtiihlp Undecided 
(1) Caapu* Adalnlitratlvt Stall _______ ' ______ 
(2) (meinal Cooeultaota 
(3) Faculty 
(•) Covtroloi toard Adslnlatratlve Staff ______ 
(i) Higher Education Lay Soard & Co—laalon Menbera 
(•) Laglelatora 
(7) Private Cltliene 
(!) Privât* Collage Adainiatratora 
(I) Stata Laval Coordiaatiog Staff ________ __________l_______l________l______ 
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Editing. Critique of planning drafts with suggestions for Improvements. 
Limited 
Vartlclpatisa Oontlnuoua 
Ik» ((kit TIm) MvlKory Fiiaary 
Pârtlclpêtlon (Public Forum) Pcrtlctpatleo LM4tr«hlp VB4*C1I|«4 
(I) Cnpu* Aamlnl»tr«tl»t tuff __________ ______ _______ ______ 
(1) #m«#im*l CoMuluoct ________ _______ ______ 
(J) Fseulty 
(4) OoT«rmia| foêiâ AdmlnlitritWt tuff __________ _________ . _________ 
(Î) llihtt Uuettloo 1** Board & OsmmlHlon Ncibcr* _______ • ______ 
(4) UgltUtori 
(7) Privât* Cltliani 
(•) frlvat* Ooll*|* AHminUtrator* __________ ___________ 
(•) Itata L*v«l Ooordlnatlna Itaff _________ 
Authorization. Approval by authorities who can affect Implementation. 
Limit,d 
Participation Con:lnunui 
Ho (Odi Tim*) AdvlKory Primary 
Participation (Public Porum) Participation Laadarahip Undicldad 
(1) Caapui Admlolttratlv* Staff ___________ ____________ __________ _______ ______ 
(2) lixtintal Cooaultantf , . • 
O) Paculty 
(4) Covaralni Board Admlaiatratlva BtaK 
($) Hlihar Education Lay Board 4 Coamlaaion Mcabara 
(i) laglalatora 
(7) Privât* Cltliui* 
(•) Privât* Coll*|* Admlolatrator* _________ _________ _________ ______ 
(•) But* Laval Ooordlnatlo# Staff ___________ _________J L_—_—__L^— 
Authorization. Approval by authorities who can affect Implementation. 
limited 
Pcrtleipttlon Conttnunui 
Ho (Ont TIm) Advlfory frlmary 
Fartlclpatlon (Nbllc Forta) rirtlctpttlon Ludtrihlp Undecided 
(1) Ca^>ui Admlnl«tr«tivc Staff __________ • 
(2) Exictnal CooiuUanl* • —____ 
(Î) Faculty •• 
(4) Covernlnt Board Adalnlatratlva Staff 
(J) Ml|her Education Lay Board t Comlaelon Haabera __________ ________ ________ ________ ______ 
(6) Lailalatora 
(?) Frlvate Cltlttne . 
<•) Private Colleta AdalDlatratora 
(f) lute Laval Coordinating Staff __________ J 
Activating. Implementation of the plan. 
Limited 
Participation Cnntinunu» 
* Mo (ttie Time) Advlanrv Primary 
• Participation (Public Porum) Participation Leaderihlp Undecided 
(I) Caapue Admlaiatratlve Staff •* 
(*) Itaiemal Ooneulta'ijta. ] 
(J) Faculty r' 
(4) Oovtrnlflg Board Ad»lBl«tratlv< Staff * 
(J) ll|her Education Lay Board & Pnilailon Kaabara 
(6) L«|lalatora 
(7) Private Cltliane * _________ __________ _______ ________ _____ 
(5) Private College Admlnlatratora 
(9) State Laval Coordinating Staff 
PRTOCT OF STATC4fVEL mSTER PIAWING 
C. The product of state-level master planning Is the document (the plan) which is 
published at the end of the master planning process. The following is a list 
of components of master planning document. Please Indicate the relative 
importance of each component in the following ways. 
1. Circle the number on the scale to the right of each product 
statement which indicates the importance you believe the product 
component has in state-level master planning. (1) No Importance 
(2) Of Little Importance (3) Of Average Importance (4) Very Important 
(5) «Undecided 
2. Using the space provided below each statement, rank order the product 
components from 1-14 with 1 being the most important component and 
14 being the least important for the state-level master planning 
document. 
3. Add additional product components of state-level master planning 
^hich are not included in the 14 statements. 
Master Planning Products 
1. Educational Goals. Provides standards of excellence for all 
levels of the higher education system. 
2. Social Goals. Recognizes the impact of contemporary social 
problems on higher education, and indicates the adjustments 
which should be made as a result of such problems. 
1 2 3 4 
Master Planning Products 
1. Educational Goals. Provides standards of excellance for all 
levels of the higher education system. 
2, Social Goals. Recognizes the impact of contemporary social 
problems on higher education, and indicates the adjustments 
which should be made as a result of such problems. 
3. Funding Priorities* Estimates the need for economic resources 
and determines the priorities for funding in the future. 
4. Supportive Trends. Illustrates the trends regarding student 
enrollment, program distribution, and funding of higher 
education institutions, which support planning goals and 
recommendations. f' 
5, Institutional Mission and Role. Illustrates the role and 
mission of each institution and demonstrates how they differ 
and how they are similar. 
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6. Planning Assumption, Estimates the social, economic, and 
political conditions of the higher education system for the 
duration of the plan (five years). 
7. Explicit Style. Written in a style and language that is 
easily understood by its intended audience. 
8. Significant Information. Consists of information which affects 
decision-making at all levels in the higher education system. 
9. Complete Information. Includes complete information on 
subjects about which judgements or decisions are made in 
adopting the plan. 
0. Specific Goals and Timetables. Quantifies the goals and tasks 
to be accomplished with an established timeframe, and assigns 
responsibilities for implementing the plan. 
o  
SI 
1. Adaptable to Change. Appears changeable if conditions warrant 
a change. Does not appear as an iron-clad statement of mandates. 
12. Authentic Endorsement. Shows official initial authority for 
by a body that can 
wi" muujLLim auuuL uiiitii 
adopting the plan. 
0. Specific Goals and Timetables. Quantifies the goals, and tasks 
to be accomplished with an established timeframe, and assigns 
responsibilities for implementing the plan. 
1. Adaptable to Change. Appears changeable if conditions warrant 
a change. Does not appear as an iron-clad statement of mandates. 
12. Authentic Endorsement. Shows official Initial authority for 12 3 
preparation, and approval of its content by a body that can 
affect implementation. 
13. Orderly Structure. Presents' information in a logical and 1 
organized fashion. 
14. External and Internal Appearance. Attracts the readers attention % 
as an interesting document to read--not boring. 
Additional Product Components: 
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JTCatS OF STATE-lfVEL POSTSECONDARY MASTER mtwm 
. The outcomes of state-level master planning are those effects in higher 
education and government which are caused by master planning. The following 
is a llBt of outcomes of state-level postsecondary master planning. Please 
Indicate the relative Importance of each outcome In the following ways: 
1. Circle the number on the scale to the right of each purpose 
statement which indicates the importance you believe the 
outcome has In state-level master planning. (1) No Importance 
(2) Of Little Importance (3) Of Average Importance 
(4) Very Important (5) Undecided 
2. Using the space provided below each statement, rank order the 
outcome statements from 1-13 with 1 being the most important 
and 13 being the least Important outcome of state-level 
master planning. 
3. Add additional outcomes of state level master planning which 
are not Included among the 13 statements. 
c/ 
4J t j  
Master Planning Outcomes 
1. Establishes an agenda for action by setting goals and 
objectives for a state higher education system providing 
a clear pattern of developmental choices among programs 
and services. 
2. Enables higher education administrators to make decisions 1 2 
using economic and enrollment forecasts. 
— 
3. Add additional outcomes of state level master planning which 
are not included among the 13 statements. 
Master Planning Outcomes 
1. Establishes an agenda for action by setting goals and 
objectives for a state higher education system providing 
a clear pattern of developmental choices among programs 
and services. 
s/ 
c/ 
S  
2. Enables higher education administrators to make decisions 1 
using economic and enrollment forecasts. 
3. Raises consciousness about qocial and economic problems 
about higher education that nray otherwise have been overlooked. 
4. Unites the public sector of higher education by providing 
a clear understanding of different roles and creating a 
spirit of sharing aùd cooperation. 
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Intergrates higher education with other sectors of society 
by studying the effects those other sectors of society have 
on higher education. 
Improves and enhances communication among top officials on 
goals and issues in higher education. 
Encourages the public and professionals to view higher 
education as a system rather than Individual Isolated 
institutions. 
Helps to create among lel^tslators and state executive 
officers a more favorable attitude toward higher education. 
Differentiates the functions for higher education institutions 
by clearly defining the roles for each Institution. 
Er ourages innovation and change in higher education 
Institutions. 
3. Helps to create among legislators and state executive 12 3 4 3 
officers a more favorable attitude toward higher education. 
9. Differentiates the functions for higher education institutions 1 2 3 A 5 
by clearly defining the roles for each institution. 
0, Er ourages innovation and change In higher education 
institutions. 
1. Lessens or eliminates unproductive tensions and conflicts 
among institutions. 
2t Promotes opportunity for future evaluation of accomplishments 
by providing performance indicators, for goals and objectives. 
f. 
3. Provides renewal &nd crystalizes the thinking of higher 1 
education officials' who are Involved in the process of 
planning or reviewing the plan. 
. 
Additional Outcomes: 
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APPENDIX C 
THE EIGHT GROUPS RANKINGS OF PLANNING PURPOSESt 
COLP EXEC FACU I.AYB LEGI 
Goal setting 15 1 2 1 
Issues ID 7 9 4 8 4 
Responsiveness 6 6 2 6 2 
Coordination 2 3.5 5 1 7 
Effectiveness 4 3.5 7 4 7 
Efficiency 4 1.5 3 3 3 
Trend analysis 8.5 10 9 10 7 
Accessibility 4 1.5 6 5 9 
Accountability 10 8 8 7 10 
Minimize competition 8.5 7 10 9 5 
OUTS PRVA PUBA R 
12 1 14 
6 13 42 
4 3.6 6 35.5 
2 6.5 5 32 
5 5 2 37.5 
9 8 9 40.5 
7 6.5 7 65 
3 3.5 4 36 
8 9.5 8 68.5 
10 9.5 10 60 
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THE EIGHT GROUPS RANKINGS OF PLANNING PRODUCTS: 
COLP EXEC FACU LAYB RELI OUTS PRVA PUBA R 
Educ goals 1 2.5 3 2 1 1 4 1 15.5 
Social goals 13 4 10 9.5 11 4 3 9 63.5 
Fund prior 5.5 1 2 4 2 3 4 5 29.5 
Support Trnds 8 5 5 3 5 7.5 14 3 50.5 
Inst mission & Scope 3.5 2.5 1 1 3 2 12 2 27 
Planning assump 10.5 10 4 11.5 9 6 2 4 57 
Explicit style 7 12 13 8 12 11 1 10 73 
Sign info 2 8 6 6.5 7.5 5 11 6 52 
Complete info 3.5 9 11 6.5 10.5 14 5 12 71.5 
Specific time tables 10.5 7 9 5 10.5 7.5 6 7.5 63 
Adap to change 5.5 6 7 7 7.5 9 9 7.5 58.5 
Euthentic endor 12 11 8 9.5 5 10 10 10 75.5 
Orderly structure 9 13 12 11.5 5 12 8 13 83.5 
External/internal appear 14 14 14 13 13 13 13 14 108 
QOO 828 
THE EIGHT GROUPS RANKINGS OF PLANNING OUTCOMES; 
CORP EXEC FACU LAYB LEGI OUTS PRVA PUBA R 
Agenda R 25111121 14 
Dec mkg R 8756476851 
Unites pub sec R 5 2.5 8.5 4 9 6 8.5 3.5 47 
Rais cons R 11 11.5 12 8 3 2.5 11 7 66 
Indgrates hgr ed R 12 10 13 9.5 13 10 13 10 90.5 
Impr. conun R 1 2.56.54.5 2 12 3.5 6 38 
Energ ed as sys 
view hgr R 6 1 6.5 4.5 12 11 5 13 59 
Hips create for R 3 8 4 77.59 1 5 44.5 
Diffrnts func R 4 4 3 2 52.58.52 31 
Encrg chng innov 7 11.5 2 9.5 10 8 10 3.5 61.5 
Elmntes tens 9 6 8.5 11 6 13 12 9 74.5 
Provides oppor for 10 9 10 12 7.5 4 3.5 11 67 
goal 
Prvds reneval 13 13 11 13 11 5 7 12 85 
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APPENDIX D 
204 
Statewide Higher Education Plemning Evaluation 
Indicate your opinion regarding the Higher Education Commission's 
performance in statewide plainning by responding "Yes" or "No" to the 
following questions, eind if appropriate whether you think the particular 
item needs improvement. A comment section is provided at the end eind 
you are encouraged to add comments especially for items which you think 
should be inç>roved. 
Need 
Yes No Improvement 
1. Does the master plan establish an agenda for 
action by setting goals and objectives for 
the state system of higher education? 
2. Does the master plan contain a clear pattern 
for pursuing those goals and objectives? 
3. Does the master plan identify the major 
issues that prepare higher education insti­
tutions to respond to the social and 
technological needs of the future? 
4. Does the master plan propose strategies for 
adjusting the enrollment growth and decline? 
5. Does the master plan propose strategies for 
adjusting to economic growth and decline? 
5. Does the master plan establish principles 
of equity for funding higher education 
institutions? 
7. Does the master plan establish principles 
of equity for program distribution? 
205 
8. Does the master plan foster the development 
of a system of colleges and universities with 
emphasis on providing high quality higher 
education? 
9- Does the master plan encourage the organiza­
tion of public higher education resources 
so that they can be used in the most cost 
efficient manner? 
10. Does the master plan examine the following 
tends in higher education; 
a. Social trends? 
b. Economic trends? 
c. Political trends? 
d. Educational trends? 
11. Does the master plan insure that higher edu­
cation programs and services are accessible 
and available to all citizens of the state 
who desire to participate? 
12. Does the master plan provide increased 
accountability of higher education to 
government officials and the general 
public? 
13. Does the master plan contain standards of 
excellence for all levels (i.e., technical 
institutes community colleges, universities, 
graduate and professional schools) of 
higher education? 
14. Does the master plan recognize the impact 
that contençxjrary social problems have on 
higher education? 
15. Does the master plan indicate the adjust­
ments that should be made in higher educa­
tion as a result of contemporeiry social 
problems? 
16. Does the master plan contain a clear pic­
ture of funding priorities for the 5th 
year duration of the plan? 
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17. Does the master plan contaûn estimates of 
the need for economic resources? 
18. Does the master plan accurately illustrate 
the trends regarding the following: 
a. Student enrollment? 
b. Academic program demand? 
c. Funding patterns? 
19- Do the trends mentioned above generally 
support the master planning goals and 
recommendations ? 
20. Does the master plan contain role and mission 
statements that illustrate how higher education 
institutions differ and how they are alike? 
21. Does the master plan contain goals and tasks 
which are quantified in terms of the following: 
a. What exactly is expected of higher 
education institutions? 
b. Who is expected to accomplish what? 
c. Timeframe for when goals should be 
accomplished? 
22. Does the master plan appear to be flexible 
if changes are needed due to changing condi­
tions? 
23. Does the master plan present information in 
a logical and organized fashion? 
24. Does the master plan attract your attention 
as an interesting document to read-not 
boring? 
25. Is the master plan written in a style and 
language that is easily understood? 
25. Does the master plan provide a clear pattern 
of choices in recommending programs and 
services? 
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ZI. llaii the mdsLc-i. ^lan aided ceun£jus administra­
tors in making decisions based on the plans? 
a. Enrollment forecasts? 
b. Economic forecasts? 
28. Has the master plan raised the public 
consciousness on social and economic problems 
about higher education that might otherwise 
have been overlooked? 
29. Has the master plan united the public sector 
of highei education by providing a clear un-
derstcinding of the different roles; creating 
a spirit of sharing and cooperation? 
30. Has the master plan encouraged the integra­
tion of higher education with other sectors 
of society? 
31. Has the mastez plan caused improvement in 
communication among top higher education 
officials concerning goals and issues in 
higher education? 
32. Has the master plan caused the public and 
professionals to view higher education as 
a system rather than as individual isolated 
institutions? 
33. Has the master plan helped to create a more 
favorable attitude toward higher education 
among legislators and state executive brarich 
officials? 
34. Has the master plan encouraged innovation 
and change in higher education institutions? 
35. Has the master plan helped to eliminate 
unproductive conflicts among higher 
education institutions? 
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36. Has the master plan promoted opportunity 
for future evaluation of accomplishments 
by providing performance indicators for 
goals and objectives? 
37. Has the master plan provided renewal for 
higher education officials who were in­
volved in the planning process or in re­
viewing the plan? 
38. Does the higher education commission have 
sufficient authority or influence to see 
that the plan is implemented? 
39. Do you think the participation by 
the following groups in the planning 
process was adequate: 
a. Campus administrative staff? 
b. External consultants? 
c. Faculty? 
d. Governing board administrative staff? 
e. Higher Education Lay Board and Com­
mission Members? 
f. Legislators? 
g. Private citizens? 
h. Private college administrators? 
i. State level coordinating staff? 
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Comments 
Question Ho. 
